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Foreword

Since their publication in the 1970s, the two separate works, The History of Army Aviation,
Phase I: 1950-1954, and The History of Army Aviation, Phase II, 1955-1962, have been in steady
demand by U.S. Army and other military researchers in the Army aviation field. Appearing in
June 1971 and September 1976, respectively, those volumes were written by Mr. Richard P.
Weinert, Jr., a staff historian in the Historical Office of the U.S. Continental Army Command
until 1973, then Deputy Chief Historian in the Historical Office of the Army Training and
Doctrine Command. The two volumes detail the early, formative years of Army aviation
following the separation of the ground and air forces of the United States Army and the
establishment of the United States Air Force as an independent service by the National Security
Act of 1947. The call for this documented study has repeatedly exhausted printings of the two
works. Prior 10 his retirement from federal service in 1988, Mr. Weinert took initial steps to
organize his earlier work into a single publication. Since then, Dr. Susan Canedy, Research
Historian and Archivist in the Office of the Command Historian, edited the combined
manuscripts and completed the many other tasks necessary to bring the work to publication. The
resulting volume is a reorganization of the two volumes, in which only redundancies of
introduction and conclusion have been deleted. This single volume provides a useful record of
the earliest stages of the battlefield function that would come into its own so dramatically in
Vietnam and that would eventually be designated an Army branch in 1983.

HENRY O. MALONE, JR.

xi




¢ cnw— e s o

e ———— ——— e ——

Author’s Preface

Army aviation has grown dramatically in both size and breadth of activities since its inception
in 1942. No comprehensive history of this growth has appeared. This monograph attempts to
delineate the activities of Army Ground Forces (AGF), the Office of the Chief of Army Field
Forces (OCAFF), and the United States Continental Army Command (CONARC) in the
development of the aviation program from 1950 to 1962,

The period from 1950 to 1954 witnessed a critical phase in the growth of Army aviation. During
this period the helicopter first began to perform a major tactical role, combat experience in Korea
pointed the way to future developments, and the formation of the Army Aviation School
provided a firm training base for expansion. Following 1954, Army aviation not only introduced
new aircraft which significantly improved its capability, but also began development of new
doctrinal concepts. The work on helicopter armament and airmobile concepts provided the
ground work for the large scale airmobile combat operations which the Army would conduct
during the following decade.

Because of the complexity of the subject, it has been necessary to organize this monograph
topically rather than chronologically. Cross references are inserted where it is considered
necessary to provide clarity.

Most of the primary documentary sources cited in the footnotes are located i~ the Civil Branch
of the National Archives in Suitland, Maryland. Copies of many of these docu:nents have been
retained in the files of the United States Army Center of Military History and the TRADOC
Command Historian. The published reports and secondary sources dealing with the Transporta-
tion Corps may be found in the library of the United States Army Transportation School at Fort
Eustis, Virginia. The semiannual historical reports of AGF, OCAFF, and CONARC are in the
files of the TRADOC Command Historian and the Center of Military History. The annual
historical summaries of the Department of the Army staff elements are also located in the files
of the Center of Military History.

The preparation of this monograph would not have been possible without the cooperation and
assistance of the staffs of the Transportation Museum and library of the United States Army
Transportation School, the United States Army Aviation Museum, United States Army Aviation
Digest, the library of the United States Army Aviation School at Fort Rucker, Alabama, the
National Archives, the United States Army Center of Military History, and the Historical Office,
United States Army Materiel and Readiness Command.

The cooperation and assistance of many individuals contributed significantly to the research
on this project: Mr. William D. Shaver, Jr., formerly of the CONARC Historical Office; LTC
Donald F. Harrison, formerly with the Office of the Chief of Military History; Mr. Thomas E.
Hohmann and Mrs. Ruth Nester of the Modern Military Records Division, National Archives;
Mr, James Craig of the Army Aviation Museum; and COL W. R. Mathews, Aviation Division,
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff of Operations and Reserve Forces, Headquarters, CONARC.

RICHARD P. WEINERT, JR.
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Chapter 1

EARLY HISTORY OF ARMY AVIATION

Army organic aviation augments the capability of the Army to conduct effective combat
operations. It is under the full and immediate control of, and subject to the direct orders of, the
commander responsible for ground operations. Army aviation as it is known today dates from
1942, although aviation in various forms has been used by the Army for reconnaissance and
observation since the Civil War. The capabilities of observation aircraft were developed during
World War 11 and following that war, the helicopter began to play an increasingly important role.
It was not until the Korean conflict, however, that Army aviation began to assume its present
form. The period from 1950 to 1954 saw the emergence of Army aviation as a separate entity.
During this period, the foundation was laid upon which the vast aviation structure of the Vietnam
War period was built.

Balloons and Dirigibles

Aerial observation had its beginning in the United States Army on 6 June 1861 when
Thaddeus S. C. Lowe brought his balloon to Washington to demonstrate its military potential.
On 18 June, Lowe successfully sent a telegraph message from his balloon which in the presence
of President Abraham Lincoln and War Department officials, he had maneuvered to an altitude
of 500 feet. The War Department then asked Professor Lowe to ascend his balloon near Falls
Church, Virginia, to determine the location of Confederate troops menacing the Capital. He
began making ascensions on 22 June and eased the tense situation in Washington by reporting
no offensive movement following the Confederate victory at Bull Run, He later used the balloon
for artillery spotting with some success. The Balloon Corps was added to the Army of the
Potomac on 25 September 1861. The corps expanded from four 1o seven balloons by early 1862
as operations spread out from Old Point Comfort, Virginia, west to the Mississippi River, and
south to Mobile. Despite the initial success of the Balloon Corps, it was disbanded in June 1863,
following a disagreement over placing it under the jurisdiction of the Signal Corps.l

Balloons were not again used by the Army until 1892 at which time the Signal Corps had only
one balloon and no trained personnel. A balloon was in Cuba during the Spanish-American War.
Its observers provided the Army with valuable information concerning the roads to the front lines
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and the location of the Spanish fleet, but the presence of the balloon bobbing above the
advancing troops provided an ideal target for the Spanish antillery. The balloon was finally
destroyed by enemy fire, much to the relief of the infantry. By 1907, the Signal Corps had
increased its number of balloons to ten, but by the beginning of World War I only five free
balloons were serviceable.>

At the outset of World War I, the training program for the Balloon Corps was stepped up with
balloon companies organized and sent to the field artillery centers and schools in Texas,
Oklahoma, California, and Virginia. As of 15 April 1918, the Army had only 2 balloon
companies in operation, but by the armistice 33 companies and 117 officers had been sent
overseas. Of the 265 balloons sent to France, 77 participated in combat, 48 of which were lost
in action. During actual fighting, observation balloonists, who ascended as high as 4,500 feet
and were able to see about eight miles in all directions, reported locations of enemy batteries,
hostile aircraft, demolition behind enemy lines, and movement of enemy supplies and troops.

After the ammistice, the Army canceled a number of lighter than air projects, and by the
summer of 1920, the authorized balloon strength was cut to twenty-nine companies. The
introduction of the fighter plane in World War 1 made the balloon exceedingly vulnerable,
eliminating it as an effective means of aerial observation.>

The War Department also had been interested in dirigibles, providing $25,000 in November
1907 to procure an experimental model for the Signal Corps. A contract for $6,750 was awarded
to Thomas Scott Baldwin, who after successfully completing a series of performance trials,
taught three officers (o fly the airship, which was designated U.S. Army Dirigible No.1.
Although the airship made several demonstration flights around the country, it was not used after
1909 and was condemned and sold in 1912. The Army waited until 1919 to purchase its next
airship, and by 1920 it had seven dirigibles. But like the balloon, the airship was supplanted by
the airplane.

Development of Military Aviation

The United States became the first country in the world to contract for military aircraft when
in December 1907 it called for bids on a military airplane. Of the three bids accepted by the
Army, only the Wright brothers delivered. The Army accepted the aircraft on 2 August 1908,
after its successful test in July by Orville Wright. By the summer of 1911, the Army had five
airplanes. Another milestone was reached in November 1912 when the Army used airplanes for
observation and adjustment of field artillery fire. An act of Congress of 18 July 1914 created
the Aviation Section within the Signal Corps, thus increasing the strength and scope of Army
aviation and giving it definite status.

The First Aero Squadron, the first tactical United States aviation unit, was organized
on 5 March 1913. It began practical operations in 1916 in conjunction with the Mexican
Punitive Expedition against Pancho Villa. Its achievements were not impressive, as most of the
obsolescent aircraft broke down during preliminary reconnaissance missions.
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American aerial reconnaissance experience in World War I centered around the First Aero
Squadron, which arrived in France in September 1917. Afier training under French direction,
the squadron went into action in the Toul Sector in April 1918 as the first American air unit to
fly reconnaissance and observation missions in France. Brig. Gen. William Mitchell, com-
mander of all air units of the American Expeditionary Force, added two other squadrons to the
First, thus forming the 1st Corps Observation Group vhich reconnoitered for the artillery with
distinction. By the end of the war, there were fifteen observation squadrons in Europe.4

With legislative authority granted by the Overman Act of 20 May 1918, President Woodrow
Wilson by executive order removed Army aviation from the jurisdiction of the Signal Corps.
Responsibilities for training and operations were vested in a Director of Military Aeronautics
and the new organization was soon officially recognized as the Air Service. This designation
was changed on 2 July 1926 to the Army Air Corps, but there were no fundamental changes in
mission or organization. The tables of organization as of April 1926 called for a squadron of
thirteen observation aircraft per division, while each corps headquarters was to have an obser-
vation group of two observation squadrons, a service squadron, and a photo squadron. Each
Army and the General Headquarters of the Army was to have an observation group.

By 1930, emphasis began to shift to corps and division observation in coordination with
ground units along the front lines. During this prewar decade, observation aircraft progressed
from a series of small biplanes to the O-47, an all metal, 3-seat monoplane with retractable
landing gear, and a 550 horsepower engine.

The Army Air Corps also considered a multi-engined, amphibious aircraft which would be
used to observe and adjust coast artillery fire, but the Navy objected to Army encroachment on
its mission of protecting the nation’s shores. Subsequently, an agreement was reached which set
the Army’s sphere of operation and observation at 100 miles, thus forcing it out of the long range
reconnaissance role.

Because of a change in organization, corps observation groups had doubled in number of
aircraft by 1936, with four observation squadrons and a service squadron; however, at division
level an officer and a small enlisted staff remained to assist the division commander on air
matters. Under a further reorganization at a later date, the division air officers’ function became
centralized at corps headquarters.

Observation training in the thirties was neglected as pilots avoided this program because they
felt that a successful and rewarding career in observation aviation was doubtful. As a result, the
program faltered, morale sagged, and many officers transferred to bomber and fighter duty. The
lack of funds during the thirties, along with a misunderstanding of the urgency of the require-
ments, served to delay the development of observation aviation.5

Establishment of Organic Army Aviation
After purchasing a Kelleu K-2 autogiro for testing in 1930, the Army waited until 1936 to
obtain the Kellett YC-1 and Pitcarn YU-2 and start combat tests at Langley Field, Virginia, and
Fort Bragg, North Carolina. The Army was particularly interested in the potential use of the
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autogiro in tactical observation and command and liaison flights because of its ability to get in
and out of small areas. Several serious accidents, weight limitations, failure to install additional
observer type equipment, and failure in flight tests caused the cancellation of the autogiro
program of development.

The answer to the problem of rotary powered flight seemed to be the helicopter. Encouraged
by German success in this field in 1937, Congress appropriated $2,000,000 for the Army Air
Corps to procure a helicopter. The XR-1, developed by Platt La Page Company, emerged in
1941, followed closely by the XR-1A later in the year. The advent of the war delayed any
significant developments in rotary aircraft.®

After 1939, certain field artillery officers made a concerted effort to obtain efficient aircraft
for their branch 1o be used for artillery observation. Proposals to include light observation planes
organically in field artillery units were first advanced as a consequence of experience in the
Louisiana Maneuvers of September 1941. In these maneuvers, the observation aircraft provided
by the newly created air support commands proved to be inadequate. During the 1941
maneuvers, conducted in Tennessee, Kansas, Louisiana, Texas, and the Carolinas from April
through October, 8 Piper Cubs, 4 Aeroncas, and 4 Taylorcraft were tested. The aircraft, their
pilots, and mechanics were supplied by the aircraft manufacturers at no cost to the govermment,
except that in the final stages of the Louisiana Maneuvers the Army contracted for the use of the
so-called “Grasshopper Squadron” to assure their availability for a period after the date which
the manufacturers had decided to withdraw them. According to Maj. Gen. Robert M. Danford,
Chief of Field Artillery, the only uniformly satisfactory report of air observation during those
Louisiana Maneuvers came from those artillery units which used light commercial planes (Piper
Cubs) operated by civilian pilots. General Danford renewed a previous recommendation to the
War Department to make light liaison planes, operated by field artillery officer-pilots, organic
in the artillery component of each division and in each corps artillery brigade. Division and corps
commanders who had participated in the Louisiana Maneuvers were unanimously in favor of
this change.

Lt. Gen. Lesley J. McNair, Chief of Staff, General Headquarters, was well aware of the value
of tactical air support for the ground forces and the importance of good aerial adjustment of
artillery fire, but until the 1941 maneuvers he believed this was a responsibility of the Air Corps.
After the maneuvers, General McNair recommended to General George C. Marshall, the Chief
of Staff of the Army, that commercial planes be purchased to relieve the shortage of
liaison aircraft.

In November 1941, General Marshall agreed that the commercial aircraft were of merit in
regard to cost and availability and would relieve the current pressure on the production program
of heavier tactical aircraft. As a result of this decision, the Materiel Division, General Head-
quarters, began negotiating for the purchase of 617 light aircraft. This initial procurement was
increased more than tenfold in the next year.7

On 10 December 1941, General Marshall directed General Danford to test out his theory of
organic aircraft. Two units—the 13th Field Artillery Brigade of the First Army and the 2d
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Piper Cubs used during 1941 maneuvers.

Division Artillery of the Third Army—received twelve TO-59 Piper Cubs with each aircraft
assigned a pilot and a specially trained mechanic. During the tests, which lasted all winter, the
artillerymen trained enthusiastically under their civilian instructors. On 1 May 1942, Maj. Gen.
Mark W. Clark, General McNair’s Chief of Staff, received a favorable test report and promptly
added his recommendation for approval.

The Secretary of War approved organic aviation for the field artillery on 6 June 1942. This
action authorized 2 aircraft per light and medium artillery battalion, 2 per heavy artillery
battalion normally assigned to brigade, 2 per field artillery group, and 2 for the headquarters and
headquarters battery of each field artillery brigade and division artillery. Thus, Army aviation
became a reality in the early days of World War I1.}

Light aircraft were utilized for almost every conceivable mission during World War I1. Every
major command unit, except the Antiaircraft Command, established a requirement for organic
assignment of aircraft. The period, 1942-1947, was characterized by the absence of any clear-cut
basic understanding among the agencies concerned regarding the organic assignment of aircraft
outside of the Army Air Force. Continuous difficulties over organization and control of these
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An L-4 Grasshopper Observation plane of the 11th Observation Squadron taxis on a
road during the Carolina Maneuvers in August 1942.

aircraft, referred to as liaison aircraft during this period, were further complicated by the
questions of what type aircraft were to be used for the observation mission.

The nearest approach to any degree of accord on the light aviation issue during the war was
contained in a set of principles recommended by the Amy Air Force, generally accepted by
Army Ground Forces, and given due consideration by the War Department in handling decisions
on Army aviation. The salient features of these principles were: maximum sustained utilization
of aircraft assigned organically to the Army Ground Forces; minimum detachment of individual
aircraft from the main body; minimum duplication of Army Air Force units and equipment with
acompensating increase in the ability to wage war; and, last, it was generally agreed that separate
airdromes, depot maintenance facilities, and training facilities would not be required.

World War II Training
Early in World War II, responsibilities for the equipment, maintenance, and training as-
sociated with organic aviation were divided between the Army Ground Forces, which supervised
tactical training of pilots and mechanics, and the Army Air Forces, which handled basic flight
training of student pilots and their rating.

6
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An L-20 (foreground) and two L-19 aircraft (background) in flight near Fort
Monmouth, New Jersey.

On 14 January 1942, fourteen officers and twenty enlisted men of the Field Artillery, who
were holders of civilian pilot licenses, reported to the Field Artillery School, Fort Sill, and were
organized as the Air Training Detachment under the command of Lt. Col. W. W. Ford. Between
14 January and 28 February, these individuals received basic instruction in short field flying
techniques and maintenance of liaison airplanes from seven civilian flying instructors and three
civilian maintenance instructors. Thirteen officers and eight enlisted men successfully com-
pleted the course. When the War Department approved the adoption of organic air observation
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for the field artillery, it directed that the Field Artillery School conduct training of pilots and
mechanics to be procured from the Ground Forces. Trainees had to have prior flight and
mechanical experience. In the organization of the Department of Air Training, highly skilled
flight instructors and maintenance instructors were hired from civilian life to give pilots
intensive training.

Courses necessary for tactical training were organized in the Department of Air Training, set
up in the Field Arillery School at Fort Sill, Oklahoma. The first eighteen pilots
graduated on 18 September 1942. Controversy developed between the Ground Forces and the
Air Forces over the recruiting of pilots and their qualification. The original plan provided that
field artillery pilots might be noncommissioned officers with the rating of staff sergeants, as were
all Army Air Force liaison pilots, but the majority of those recruited from the Army Ground
Forces were commissioned officers. Beginning in September 1942, the Army Air Forces was to
send 100 qualified liaison pilots a month to Fort Sill. This plan failed because the Army Ground
Forces had difficulty finding qualified volunteers, while the Army Air Forces challenged the
qualification of those admitted to the courses at the Field Artillery School. Those student pilots
supplied by the Army Air Forces often failed to measure up to flying requirements of the Field
Artillery School. There was constant disagreement whether or not the pilots should be observers
trained to adjust artillery fire. The Air Forces contended that adjustment of artillery fire from a
multi-seated aircraft could best be performed by an observer rather than by the pilot.

In September 1942, the commandant of the Field Artillery School made a concerted effort to
assign responsibility for the procurement and rating of field artillery pilots to the Army Ground
Forces. By November 1942, it was agreed that the Army Ground Forces should begin sending
twenty-five ground officers per week to the Army Air Forces for training. These officers
eventually would be included in the quota of forty which the Air Forces would send to Fort Sill
every week.?

The first class under the Department of Air Training began on 3 August 1942 and was
composed of officers up to captain, and enlisted volunteers who held or recently held Civil
Acronautics Agency private pilot licenses, had logged sixty hours pilot time, and weighed 170
pounds or less. The first basically trained pilots arrived at the Field Artillery School on 19
September. Twenty-five field artillery officers began Primary Flight Instruction at Denton,
Texas, on 3 December, with the same number reporting each week thereafter for seven weeks
of training as liaison pilots before reporting to Fort Sill for the 5-week advanced course. The
duration of the primary flight course was changed to five weeks in February 1943.

Early in 1943, the War Department began to straighten out the difficulties over personnel and
training that had arisen between the Army Ground Forces and the Army Air Forces and approved
certain changes in the organic aviation program as requested by the Army Ground Forces. The
most important change was that pilots were to be officers, trained to adjust fire. The pilot would
be accompanied by a radioman-mechanic who was to watch for hostile planes and transmit fire
directions to the ground. The new system assured Army Ground Forces control of and respon-
sibility for the supply of pilots. Under the new arrangement, the Army Air Forces trained AGF
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volunteers as liaison pilots at the Army Air Forces flying schools at Denton and Pittsburg,
Kansas, in a manner acknowledged by Army Ground Forces to be very satisfactory. The Field
Artillery School no longer had to prolong its courses by giving its student pilots basic
military training.

Late in February 1943, Army Ground Forces expressed its desire to include organic liaison
aviation in tank destroyer units and mechanized cavalry units. It also wanted to provide divisions
with airplanes, in addition to those with the artillery, for the use of the division commander and
his staff and for work with division reconnaissance elements. About half of the planes and men
requested were to be assigned organically to divisions and the remainder to tank destroyer and
mechanized cavalry forces. The War Department estimated in March, that in order to implement
the proposed extension of organic aviation in ground force units, approximately 1,500 liaison
planes would be required in addition to the 2,500 necessary for the existing field artillery
program. The War Department turned down the AGF proposal on 28 June, thereby stabilizing
the organic ground force aviation program until almost the end of World War II.

During the period, 16 March - 19 April 1943, the Army Air Forces supplied the Artillery
School with forty liaison pilots weekly. First priority on the weekly input of trainees went to all
Field Artillery officers supplied by Army Ground Forces who had successfully completed the
flight training course and had been rated liaison pilots. Second priority was given to enlisted
graduates of the civilian pilot training-liaison pilot training course. These men were to have
completed basic military training and were to be rated liaison pilots prior to their transfer to Fort
Sill. Third priority was reserved for well qualified enlisted volunteers who had completed basic
military training and who were rated liaison pilots.

On 20 April 1943, the War Department decided it would be better for enlisted men to attend
officer candidate school before going to flight school. This decision was made because the
enlisted men who were capable of doing an acceptable job as liaison aviators usually were officer
candidate school material and left troop units for OCS shortly after reporting for duty.

The duration of the course at the Field Artillery School increased from seven weeks in
February 1943 to fourteen in June 1945. Stress was placed on cross country flying and the
lessons leamed in the combat zones. Training was suspended from the fall of 1944 to January
1945 because a sufficient number of pilots had been trained to meet Army requirements,
Contracts with civilian flying schools were cancelled and Ammy Air Force primary flight training
at Pittsburg was discontinued.

Seaplane training for pilots and mechanics was begun in April 1944. Training in the use of
the Brodie device was ordered by Army Ground Forces in October 1944. The Brodie device was
a cable launching and landing apparatus which enabled aircraft to get in and out of confined or
unimproved areas and to operate from Naval landing craft.

Following the resumption of training in January 1945, pilot losses in combat necessitated an
increased input of from thirty to forty students every two weeks and a reduction of basic train-
ing to eleven or twelve weeks. Tactical instruction was cut to five weeks, and liaison pilots were
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rushed overseas until the situation eased. Beginning with Class Number 101, enrolled on 18 June
1945, the department reduced the student input from forty to thirty per class.!?

By the end of World War II, 2,630 pilots and 2,252 mechanics had been trained. The cessation
of hostilities interrupted the procurement and training programs and subsequently reduced the
aircraft inventory from 1,600 to approximately 200 aircraft by late 1945.

The Separation of the Army and the Air Force

The National Security Act of 1947 established the United States Air Force as an independent
service. Army Regulation 95-5 set forth the missions of Army aviation under the new arrange-
ment in the following terms: expediting and facilitating the conduct of operations on land;
improving mobility, command, control, and logistic support of Army forces; and facilitating
greater battlefield dispersion and maneuverability under conditions of atomic warfare. At the
same time, the provisions prevented infringement upon those areas of responsibility delegated
1o the Air Force by the Key West Agreement of 21 April 1948.

Joint Regulations

The Ammy and the Air Force, acting jointly, issued a number of so-called adjustment
regulations, one of which amounted to a basic agreement on the question of Army organic
aviation. On 29 May 1949, Joint Army and Air Force Adjustment Regulation 5-10-1, Combat
Joint Operations, Etc.: Employment of Aircraft for Performance of Certain Missions, was
issued. This regulation provided for two types of Army aircraft—fixed wing, not exceeding
2,500 pounds in weight; and rotary wing, weighing no more than 3,500 1o 4,000 pounds. Organic
aircraft could be utilized by the Army for the purpose of expediting and improving ground
combat procedures in forward areas of the battlefield. Specific functions were very similar to
those of light Army liaison airplanes during World War II. They included: (1) maintenance of
acrial surveillance of enemy forward areas in order to locate targets, adjust fire, and obtain
information on hostile defense forces; (2) aerial route reconnaissance; (3) control of march
columns; (4) camouflage inspections of ground forces areas and installations; (5) local courier
and messenger service; (6) emergency aerial evacuation; (7) emergency aerial wire laying; (8)
limited aerial resupply; and (9) limited front line aerial photography. The agreement specified
that the Air Force would provide liaison aircraft units to perform for the Army courier service,
messenger service, aerial evacuation, aerial photography, aerial supply, and aerial wire laying.

Soon after publication of JAAFAR 5-10-1, the Ordnance Corps was assigned the major
responsibilities for the logistical support of Army aircraft. The Army actively entered the
aircraft supply field the following March when, in conjunction with the Air Force, it prescribed
certain policies and procedures to be followed in “matters related 1o the development, procure-
ment, supply, and maintenance of Army aircraft and allied aircraft equipment.” On 23 March
1950, these took the form of identical documents, Army Regulation 700-50 and Air Force
Regulation 65-7, Supplies and Equipment: Army Aircraft and Allied Equipment.!!
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Training Agreements

In late February 1947, General Jacob L. Devers, the Commanding General, Army Ground
Forces, and Lt. Gen. J. K. Cannon, the Commanding General, Air Training Command, reached
an agreement on the training of Army Ground Forces pilots. The Army Air Forces would
conduct technical flight training to produce liaison pilots capable of operating AGF aircraft
during daylight, darkness, and under marginal weather conditions from landing strips and roads
normally used by AGF units. Also, the Air Forces would rate Army Ground Forces student pilots
as liaison pilots upon successful completion of the Army Air Forces Liaison Pilot Course.

The Army Ground Forces agreed to conduct operational and tactical flight training; conduct
instruction in the performance of first and second echelon maintenance of its aircraft; and
conduct instruction in adjustment of fire, acrial reconnaissance, acrial photography, amphibious,
airbome, and mountain operations, and any additional areas which might be required for Army
Ground Forces pilots to accomplish their missions. All training was to be conducted at Fort Sill.
Also, the AGF would evaluate the products of the Army Air Forces Liaison Pilot School through
certain operational and tactical flight evaluation tests conducted by the Artillery School. The
results of those tests, along with comments and constructive recommendations, were 1o be sent
to the Army Ground Forces for transmittal to Air Training Command headquarters.

Flight Training

While the Army and the Air Force attempted to work out a division of their responsibilities,
important changes had been taking place in Army organic aviation, On 7 December 1945, the
Department of Air Training at the Field Artillery School had been redesignated the Army
Ground Forces Air Training School, a change which resulted from an agreement to extend
organic aviation to cavalry, infantry, engineer, armor, and tank destroyer units. An agreement
between General Devers and General Ira C. Eaker, the Commanding General, Army Air Forces,
also called for additional light aircraft for the AGF.

Training provided for the Army by the Air Force was conducted at several installations during
the post-war period. Primary fixed wing training, which had been conducted at Sheppard Air
Force Base, was transferred to Gary Air Force Base at San Marcos, Texas, in May 1946. Gary
Air Force Base was closed in 1949 and all Army training was transferred to Connally Air Force
Base, Waco, Texas. With the expansion of Army aviation after the outbreak of war in Korea,
Gary Air Force Base was reopened and all primary flight training was transferred there, as was
the training of mechanics which had been conducted at Sheppard Air Force Base.

The Air Training School at Fort Sill began operation early in 1946, but by June the
demobilization of the Armed Forces brought about a severe shortage of personnel, As a result,
the Air Training School had to eliminate seaplane training and had to reduce sharply the time
devoted to the Brodie device. In November, the Department of Air Training again was
established, and the Army Ground Forces Air Training School was discontinued. The depart-
ment offered training support for all of the ground arms, rather than just for artillery as it had
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prior to 7 December 1945, During the period from 1946 to 1949, 486 officers graduated from
the Army Ground Forces Pilot Course, while 461 enlisted men graduated from the Air
Mechanic Course.

As a result of the February 1947 agreements, the program of instruction of the Army Air
Forces Liaison Pilot Course was lengthened from four to five and one-half months. The
maximum capacity of the Artillery School under the new program of instruction would be sixty
students per class. The Army Ground Forces, anticipating a 40 percent attrition rate during the
Army Air Forces Liaison Pilot Course, recommended that the maximum capacity of each class
be established initiaily at 100 for reporting and 60 for graduation. Based upon pilot replacement
requirements and experience gained in conducting the revised pilot courses, AGF also recom-
mended changes in class capacities one month prior to the starting date of each class. It
anticipated that classes would not be filled to maximum capacity because of shortages of
company grade officers in the ground arms.

The Army Ground Forces Pilot Course conducted by the Artillery School was to be reduced
from four to three months in order to maintain a continuous student load at the Artillery School
of four 3-month classes per year. The Army Ground Forces proposed that the Artillery School
attach an AGF combat-experienced pilot of field grade to the Army Air Forces Liaison Pilot
School to serve as the AGF liaison officer to provide timely assistance and advice for
the instructors.!? ’

By far the most significant development of this period was the introduction of the helicopter
into Army aviation. Early in 1945, the Army began investigating the feasibility of adapting
rotary wing aircraft to the Army aviation mission. In 1946, thec Ariny obtained its first helicop-
ters—thirteen Bell YR-13s. In February 1947, the Bell Helicopter Corporation began the first
formal Army helicopter pilot training course under contract at its factory facilities. Primary
rotary wing training began at San Marcos on 1 September 1947 under Air Force direction.”?

Army personnel qualified as helicopter pilots after twenty-five hours of flight instruction.
Feeling that twenty-five hours were inadequate and that its pilots nceded training in advanced
techniques in helicopter flight, the Army established an advanced tactical training course at Fort
Sill on 1 November 1948. Men who had taken their helicopter flight training from either the Air
Force or Bell were the first instructors for the tactical helicopter training course.

During 1949 and early 1950, the training of helicopter pilots by both the Army and the Air
Force had low quotas, none of which exceeded ten students per class. In August 1949, the Air
Force Helicopter School program for Army Field Forces officers was extended from four to five
weeks in duration, with a class capacity of six. Flight training increased from 25 to 30 hours and
academic training increased from 40 to 51 hours. Officers selected to attend the course were
Regular Army or selected reservists rated as liaison pilots, currently on flight status. Beginning
in January 1950, all students, upon successful completion of the Air Force Pilot Helicopter
Course, were required to enter the Army Field Forces Helicopter Pilot Course at the Antillery
School. In December 1949, the Commanding General of the Artillery Center had recommended
that the Army Field Forces Helicopter Course be extended from four to five weeks in order to
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provide increased instruction in maintenance, technical inspections, and practical field exercises.
The Office of the Chief of Army Field Forces'* approved this plan in late December and received
Department of the Army approval in January 1950. Ammy Field Forces also authorized
attendance at the Army Field Forces Helicopter Pilot Course for those officers who were trained
as field artillery pilots during World War II in order to familiarize them with new tactical
doctrine applicable to combat arms other than field artillery, new types of liaison airplanes,
helicopters, communications equipment, and new conduct of fire procedures.

In view of the possible consolidation of helicopter training, the Artillery School in March
1950 pointed out that the existing facilitics at Connally Air Force Base, where the first phase of
training was then being conducted, were inadequate because of air congestion. If the course
were to be consolidated at Fort Sill, eight weeks would be required to train a helicopter pilot, as
duplication of time in performing basic maneuvers and allowing instructor pilots to become
familiar with the students would be eliminated. Also, a considerable savings in funds and a
subsequent increase in output would result from consolidation. Any real progress in consolida-
tion was nevertheless stymied by the impact of the Korean conflict.!
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Chapter I1

THE EVOLUTION OF ARMY AVIATION

Organic Army aviation had emerged from World War II with a vast amount of both training
and tactical experience. During the following five years the drastic reduction in the size of the
Army had caused a major curtailment in aviation activities. It was during this period, however,
that the Army began to give serious consideration to the use of the helicopter. Partially shackled
by agreements with the Air Force, the Army in 1949 began to take the first tentative steps in
expanding its aviation program. The outbreak of war in Korea gave an impetus to this expansion
which resulted in a rapid growth of Army aviation in both size and importance.

Late in 1949, the Office of the Chief of Army Field Forces (OCAFF) conducted studies which
indicated the need for various types of helicopters to provide short-haul air transport to corps,
division, and smaller tactical units of the ground forces. This proposal received strong support
in a Department of the Army G-3 study prepared in May 1950. It was therefore recommended
that the Army provide funds in the fiscal year 1952 budget for the organization and equipping
of five transport helicopter companies which would be placed with divisions in the United States
for the purpose of developing doctrine for their employment.

The Transportation Corps’ role in organic Army aviation stemmed from the development of
this experimental program in the summer of 1950. Transportation Corps functions, largely of a
staff nature, involved planning and coordination with the Army Field Forces and the Army
General Staff regarding the activation, equipping, and formulation of doctrine for the employ-
ment of cargo helicopter units.!

The outbreak of the Korean conflict resulted in quick action in the development of the
helicopter program. Provision was made for five Army helicopter transport companies in the
Emergency Supplemental Budget for fiscal year 1951. In order to organize such units as soon
as practicable and to gain combat experience in Korea, OCAFF was instructed on 9 August 1950
to undertake the early activation and training of four of the five units. These four companies
were to be equipped with the H-19 CHICKASAW helicopter. The fifth company was planned
to be organized in the latter part of fiscal year 1951 and would be equipped with H-21
WORKHORSE helicopters which were expected to become available in the fall of 1951.
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Cross-servicing orders for the procurement of these helicopters were placed with the Air Force
in late August and September.2

Planning for Organic Air Transport

On 8 September 1950, General J. Lawton Collins, the Chief of Staff of the Army, requested
the Air Force to lift the weight restrictions imposed by JAAFAR 5-10-1. General Collins
emphasized that there was no intention on the part of the Army to infringe on the agreed roles
and missions of the Air Force. But he believed that it was essential for the Army to have organic
helicopters to be used for short haul transport in corps, divisions, and smaller tactical units. And
the H-21, which was a basic component of the expansion plan, exceeded the weight allowed the
Army. Unless the Amy obtained permission from the Air Force to lift the weight restriction,
the aviation expansion program would not be possible.3

Department of the Army Proposals

In October 1950, the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-3, Department of the Army, prepared a study
to determine the desirability of forming experimental units to be equipped with helicopters
instead of ground transport. The study also explored the development procedures and doctrine
for the use of organic air transport in Army units and the feasibility of converting a portion or
all of the ground transportation of certain special Army units to helicopter air transport.

The Department of the Army study group concluded that it was feasible to provide certain
Army units with helicopters, which would not require prepared landing fields. With the aircraft
currently being procured, the Army would have sufficient helicopters, pilots, and maintenance
personnel by 1 January 1952, exclusive of the five authorized helicopter transport companies, to
be in a position to experiment with the use of short haul organic air transport in Army units.
Helicopter transport companies then being organized would perform as units for transport
purposes in divisions or corps and not be broken up or utilized to provide organic unit transport
on a permanent basis to company or battalion-size units.

The G-3 study group recommended that as helicopters became available for operation above
the requirements of the five helicopter transport companies, an experimental infantry battalion
be equipped with helicopter transport in licu of ground vehicles. The Army Airborne Center
would use this battalion to test the feasibility of providing organic short haul transport. An
experimental field artillery battery equipped with helicopters in lieu of vehicles would be placed
under the control of the Artillery School for the same purpose.

The group further recommended that an experimental infantry battalion equipped with
helicopters be formed at the Infantry School which would be used to test the feasibility of
providing organic air transportation to infantry units for special purposes such as mountain,
arctic, and jungle operations. The group recommended the Army Field Forces explore uses for
Army organic air transport which could operate without prepared landing fields. Whenever
practicable, the Army Field Forces should include the use of this special air transport in training
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exercises and maneuvers. All reports of tests and special training exercises utilizing helicopters
would be submitted to the Department of the Army.4

The Chief of Staff of the Army approved these recommendations in January 1951, directing
that the experimental units at Forts Bragg, Benning, and Sill be placed in operation as rapidly as
possible. As helicopters became available over and above those needed for the original five
units, they would be used instead of ground vehicles in the experimental infantry and artillery
battalions and in training exercises and maneuvers. Preliminary training and tests were (0 be
conducted as soon as small helicopters were available, pending the receipt of cargo-type
helicopters. The implementation of the project was to proceed on a high priority since the results
might form the basis of important changes in Army tmnspon.5

In the weeks that followed, plans for the employment of the five helicopter companies were
developed. To facilitate rapid development of techniques and doctrine, one company each was
to be assigned to the Far East Command and the Transportation School and to an airborne
division, an armored division, and an infantry division in the United States. Five additional
companies were included in the fiscal year 1952 wroop basis. On the basis of planned augmenta-
tion of the Army in fiscal year 1951, anticipated future requirements totaled four helicopter
transport battalions and fourteen helicopter transport companies.6

The experimental program, and also the original five helicopter transport companies, were
held up because of the continuing disagreement with the Air Force regarding the size of Army
aircraft. General Collins in November requested that the Air Force expedite procurement of
H-19s and H-21s for the Army. On 13 December 1950, General Hoyt S.Vandenberg, the Chief
of Staff of the Air Force, replied that he would not agree to the elimination of weight limitations
on Army aircraft. He believed that the necessary air transport support of ground forces could be
furnished by placing helicopters and other required equipment in Air Force assault squadrons.
Following this nonconcurrence, the Air Force halted procurement of the helicopters ordered by
the Army. Atabout the same time, the Ist Helicopter Company (later redesignated the 6th) was
activated without equipment at the Artillery School.”

General Mark W. Clark, the Chief of Army Field Forces, urged that the weight restrictions
for Army aircraft be removed and that helicopters be obtained as soon as possible. General Clark
recommended that the four remaining helicopter companies be activated so that they could be
field tested. These field tests would provide the basis for further consideration of the most
profitable employment of helicopters.8

Since the Chiefs of Staff of the Army and the Air Force had recached an impasse in regard to
the weight restriction, the matter was referred to the service secretarics for decision. On 24
January 1951, Frank M. Pace, the Secretary of the Army, and Thomas K. Finletter, the Secretary
of the Air Force, met to discuss the proposed revision of JAAFAR 5-10-1. They failed to reach
an agreement either in the form of a new joint regulation or a special memorandum of agreement
between themselves on the general subject of Army aircraft. Secretary Finletter felt that the
position of the Army represented an encroachment into the area of responsibility assigned to the
Air Force which would have a far-reaching effect on the field of air transport.
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Besides its interest in cargo helicopters, the Army in the following months requested the
procurement of 284 L-20 fixed-wing airplanes weighing around 3,000 pounds each, or ap-
proximately 500 pounds over the limit previously set. The Air Force continued to insist that in
the field of air transport it alone had broad encompassing responsibilities. In the view of the Air
Force, the Army functions were restricted to primary or local responsibilities, including courier
and messenger services; limited responsibilities, principally aerial supply and aerial photog-
raphy; and emergency responsibilities, mainly aerial evacuation and aerial wire laying. Secretary
Finletter contended that although it might perform the operations indicated in the latter two
categories with aircraft on hand, the Army could justify its organic aircraft program only upon
the basis of local or primary responsibilities. On 1 August 1951, however, he agreed to waive
the weight restriction in order to procure the L-20s, which was done with the understanding that
“the Air Force does not abrogate any of its functions,” and upon the assurance by the Secretary
of the Army that the “Army does not intend to build an organic Army Air Force to perform
functions of the USAF."

Army Field Forces Board No. 1 Projects

In mid-November 1950, Army Field Forces, realizing the increasing need for aircraft in
Korea, directed Army Field Forces Board No. 1, which was a part of the Research and
Development Section, G-3, to reevaluate the needs for Army aircraft in the various types of units.
The board prepared and circulated a questionnaire to interested agencies for comment. The entire
scope of the project, which was broken down into three related studies, was discussed at an Army
aviation conference held at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, between 8 and 10 Januvary 1951.
Representatives from the Department of the Army, Army Field Forces, the CONUS armies, and
the principal service schools and boards attended. Two major proposals were presented. One of
these recommended that Army aviation in infantry, airbome, and armored divisions be central-
ized in divisional aviation companies which would serve all division needs for organic aircraft.
The second proposal was the creation of an Army Aviation Corps which would embrace all
elements currently present in Army aviation, including field maintenance functions then per-
formed by the Ordnance Corps and aerial transport functions contemplated for the Transporta-
tion Corps. Because neither of the proposals carried, they were not at that time made a part of

+ the Army Field Forces Board report.

The report made by the board in March 1951 represented the consensus of both the question-
naires and the January conference. Study Number 1, which was to determine the need for
additional types of aircraft in Army Field Forces units and the extent to which these aircraft
should supplement or replace present types, concluded that 2- and 4-place utility helicopters
should be in the TOE of units, but that light cargo helicopters should, for the present, be limited
to experimental organizations such as transportation helicopter companies. The board recom-
mended that research on medium helicopters be promoted. The study indicated that a require-
ment existed for a light, multi-passenger, fixed wing, multi-engine aircraft for use at corps, army,
and comparable headquarters, but that no requirement existed for a special aircraft for the
adjustment of long range artillery fires.
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Study Number 2 had as its purpose the determination of the aircraft requirements of Army
Field Forces units assuming a decentralized organization and proven types of aircraft. No
organization which answered the questionnaire reported the number of aircraft presently as-
signed to be excessive; in fact, many agencies desired additional aircraft. The conferees
recommended twenty-six aircraft for the infantry division. The representatives of the Artillery
School disagreed, contending that 2 helicopters were required in the division artillery head-
quarters and 1 additional 2-place, fixed wing aircraft was needed in each artillery battalion,
thereby bringing the aircraft in the division to 32.

Although the majority of agencies which answered questionnaires reported in favor of the
organic assignment of aircraft to regiments and battalions, neither the conference nor Army Field
Forces Board No. 1 concurred with this principle, which they considered an uneconomical
method of aircraft distribution.

In order to determine which type of Army aviation organization would produce the greatest
efficiency in its assigned role, Army Field Forces Board No. 1 undertook Study Number 3. The
board recommended that under battle conditions at least 50 percent of the aircraft assigned to a
division (13 of 26) should be operational. The proposal for this number of aircraft obvioysly
originated from the feeling by each commander that he must have his own organic aircraft; he
could not rely upon someone else, such as the artillery or the division headquarters, to furnish
aircraft when it would be needed. The commander also had a feeling that if he needed one aircraft
he had to have two to protect against periods when some would be nonoperational. In the opinion
of Army Field Forces Board No. 1, this reasoning was unsound. Additional items of equipment
should not be provided by the table of organization to guard against their misuse.

Army Field Forces Board No. 1 in its Study Number 3 concluded that decentralized organiza-
tion of Army aviation was uneconomical as it required more aircraft, more associated equipment,
and more personnel than a central organization would require for the same job. The board also
concluded that decentralized organization was inefficient because it would not provide adequate
technical command supervision over training, maintenance, or operations; it could not afford to
provide all the technical skills needed; it made it hard to to take up the slack in maintenance when
mechanics were in short supply; and it did not conform to common use of basic field equipment.

Following up on the recommendations of the Army Field Forces Board No. 1 regarding the
needs for Army aircraft in the various types of units, Army Field Forces on 19 June 1951
forwarded its revision of proposed aircraft requirements to the Department of the Army. The
latter approved these requirements on 26 June and included them in its current procure-
ment planning.10

The Memorandum of Understanding of 1951
The negotiations with the Air Force finally resulted in Secretaries Pace and Finletter signing
a Memorandum of Understanding on 2 October 1951. The most significant aspect of this
memorandum was the elimination of the maximum weight restrictions on Army organic aircraft
in favor of a definition solely in terms of the functions to be performed. Army organic aircraft
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were 10 be used “as an integral part of its components for the purpose of expediting and
improving ground combat and logistical procedures within the combat zone.” The combat zone
could vary in depth according to conditions, but it was understood that it would normally not
exceed fifty to seventy-five miles.

Army organic aircraft were to perform the following functions: (1) aerial observation for the
purpose of locating, verifying, and evaluating targets, adjusting fire, studying terrain, and
obtaining information on enemy forces not otherwise obtained by air reconnaissance agencies
of the other services; (2) control of Army forces; (3) accomplishment of command, liaison, and
courier missions; (4) performance of aerial wire laying; and (5) transportation of supplies,
equipment, and small units within the combat zone. The Air Force was still assigned the primary
function of supplying the necessary airlift to the Army. Army aircraft were not to duplicate the
functions of the Air Force in providing close combat support, assault transport and other troop
carrier airlift, aerial photography, tactical reconnaissance, and interdiction of enemy land power
and communications.!!

The friction between the two services was somewhat eased later in the month when the Army
decided to seek the procurement of cargo helicopters for only five, rather than ten, companies.
The establishment of firmer requirements and the need for any expansion of production would
be contingent on the evaluation of tests with the five companies and on the progress of
aircraft development.

Only limited progress was made in implementing the five company program. The 6th
Helicopter Company had been assigned veteran officer pilots. Training classes for warrant
officer pilots and enlisted mechanics were initiated at Fort Sill in June 1951, and in August a
second unit, the 13th Transportation Helicopter Company, was activated. Neither unit had cargo
helicopters, and it was necessary to provide small utility-reconnaissance types for use in training
and in maneuvers held in the late summer and winter. The lack of suitable equipment
adversely affected the operational readiness of the units and delayed the activation of the
other companies. 12

Although the Memorandum of Understanding had marked a milestone in the development of
Army aviation, it did not settle the basic dispute with the Air Force. Renewed discussions began
on 10 November 1951 when the Army approved an urgent Far East Command request for 122
additional helicopters in Korea. Far East Command proposed that the Air Force receive fifty of
the cargo helicopters and that the Army receive seventy-two. The Air Force objected that the
requirements in Korea were identified largely with its own functions. Secretary Pace replied that
the Air Force had not made appropriate allocation of helicopters between the two services. In
order to carry out the function of transporting its “supplies, equipment, and small units within
the combat zone” the Army had decided that it was necessary to organize an adequate number
of transportation helicopter companies and air evacuation units. The Secretary of the Air Force
maintained that the role of the Army was still limited and secondary.

According to its interpretation of the Memorandum of Understanding, the Department of the
Army programed transportation helicopter companies for several types of missions. The Army
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envisioned that a primary mission of the helicopter companies would be the transportation of
high priority Class I, II, and V supplies from Army depots located in the rear of the army area to
supply points located immediately in the rear of the divisions. The emergency issue of all classes
of supply from depots or supply points to divisions by attaching helicopters to divisions to
replace conventional transportation would also be of vital importance. Another crucial mission
would be the emergency lateral shifting of supplies and roops to meet unforeseen situations.
Helicopters also were to be used to transport troops and critical Class I'V supplies in support of
such operations as river crossings, where speed and deception were vital. The transportation of
supplies, equipment, and small units anywhere within the combat zone where terrain conditions
or other obstructions made ground means of transportation inadequate also would be the job of
the helicopter.

In order to properly employ needed helicopters, the Army maintained that commanders
required command and control of transportation units. Only then could they analyze their
available resources and requirements and assign premium transportation to the area of maximum
benefit. Because helicop*er support would have to be made readily available to the unit which
required assistance, helicopter units were to be assigned to the field army and temporarily
attached by that headquarters to support whatever subordinate unit had the requirement, just as
additional motor vehicles and tactical resources were available at the field army level to meet
peak demands of subordinate echelons.

The use of helicopters was expected to reduce the requirements for other transportation
equipment and units. The facility with which helicopters were able to overcome obstacles such
as streams, snow, and poor roads would reduce the requirement for special equipment such as
amphibious trucks, assault boats, and Weasels. The helicopter, in assuming the missions of
ground transport, would be under the direct operational control of the tactical unit commander.?

Development of a Long Range Program

The continuing dispute with the Air Force had not only delayed completion of the original
five transportation helicopter company program, but it had also slowed the development of a
long range program for Army aviation.

In February 1951, the Air Force agreed to procure a limited number of cargo helicopters
sufficient for the original five companies in the program. The delays in completing the equipping
of the authorized companies were mainly the result of the limited production capacity of the
helicopter industry. The helicopters being produced at that time were for the most part already
committed to various Air Force and Navy programs. The Transportation Corps believed that it
was necessary to order a substantial number of helicopters in line with the Army’s ultimate
expectation of its use, rather than to await complete development of doctrine, employment, and
aircraft. In June, the Chief of Transportation proposed the adoption of a 3-year program for 3,000
helicopters to meet the Army’s current needs and provide a base for mobilization requirements.

For various reasons, there was an unwillingness at the Department of the Army level to
undertake an expanded cargo helicopter program. Aside from the Air Force’s reluctance to
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procure larger transport helicopters, there appeared to be opposition within the Army to the large
outlay of money required. And in some quarters there was still some doubt that the helicopter
was a practical vehicle for the transportation mission.

In November, the Department of the Army G-3 recommended the reinstitution of a 10-com-
pany program, and money was provided to support the expanded program. To facilitate planning,
the recommendations of Far East Command were requested regarding its needs for current
operations and the requirements for a type field army. Far East Command set its requirements
for current operations at 4 battalions of 3 companies each, and recommended 10 battalions for
the type field army.

To support the 10-company program, G-3 included 97 H-19s and 85 H-21s in the fiscal year
1951 and 1952 budgets, and 80 H-19s were added to the fiscal year 1953 budget. No further
expansion was recommended by G-3, Department of the Army, until field experience with Army
transportation helicopters proved that the advantages of additional helicopter companies jus-
tified the necessary expense in funds and manpower. In addition, G-3 urged that caution would
have to be taken to assure that each expansion in number or size of aircraft by the Army was
preceded by an increase in the ability of the Army to operate and maintain the aircraft.
Experience with four utility helicopters sent to Korea in the fall of 1950 had shown that there
would be a continuous requirement in combat for Army air evacuation units operating
small helicopters. 14

Chief of Transportation Study

The Department of the Army requested Maj. Gen. Frank A. Heileman, Chief of Transporta-
tion, to submit his comments on the recommendations of the Far East Command. The comments
were to include the basis of assignment of transportation helicopter companies or battalions to
divisions, corps, and armies and the possible reduction in the number of other units, such as truck
companies, to provide the necessary personnel spaces needed to implement an expanded
helicopter program. General Heileman concurred with the requirements for transportation
helicopter battalions recommended by the Commander in Chief, Far East Command (CINCFE),
and supported the contention that procurement should be instituted immediately on such a scale
50 as to increase the production rate of the helicopter industry.

The Chief of Transportation believed that the request of CINCFE was tempered by a
knowledge of the present availability of helicopters, but concurred in the requirement of ten
transportation helicopter battalions. He also agreed that the helicopters of a type field army
should be capable of producing a total lift which would be equivalent to ten battalions of H-21s,
or other medium cargo helicopters, with approximately 14,000 pounds payload. In order to
allow greater versatility and to achieve a proper balance of equipment, the Chief of Transporta-
tion recommended that the ultimate assignment to field armies consist of 3 light cargo helicopter
battalions (3,000 pounds payload per helicopter), 6 medium cargo battalions (4,000 - 6,000
pounds), and 1 heavy cargo battalion (8,000 - 20,000 pounds). The Chief of Transportation
mentioned in passing that the CINCFE apparently overlooked the requirement for administrative
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helicopters in battalion headquarters. Proposed tables of organization and equipment allowed
two cargo models and two utility helicopters per battalion headquarters. Each operating com-
pany had twenty-one cargo models for task use and one utility type, in line with the
CINCEFE proposal.

Regarding tactical deployment of troops, General Heileman surmised that the Army might
use its helicopters as did the Marines in Korea. The lack of roads, railways, and prepared airfields
in Korea, as well as the adverse battle conditions facing surface transportation, might necessitate
the replacement of a certain number of trucks and relieve the necessity for costly road construc-
tion and maintenance. In addition, any tactical needs such as movement of reserves, redeploy-
ment of front line units, and the extraction of troops in tactical difficulties could be satisfied by
the use of helicopters. Helicopters also could be relied upon to carry emergency and high priority
cargoes amounting to an average of 10 percent of the total supply movement, thus allowing an
adequate reserve for troop movement, tactical movements, and evacuation tasks.

The Chief of Transportation further recommended that ten helicopter battalions be assigned
to each field army with control exercised by the G-4 through his Transportation Movement
Section. Control at the field army level was ruled essential in order to permit concentration of
the entire fleet upon a single project and to allow shifting within the army area as required. The
introduction of ten helicopter battalions into the transportation system of a field army would
reduce to some extent the number of truck units required in the organization. Availability of
helicopters would also completely eliminate the necessity for such expedients as human bearers
and pack animals.

The Chief of Transportation recommended an immediate program of production and the
organization to fulfill the Army mobilization requirement for 2,500 helicopters. in order to
protect foreseeable mobilization requirements, a minimum of 1,000 helicopters of the largest
available type would have to be included in the 1953 budget with a similar quantity to be
included in the budget for the following year. He also suggested that thirty to fifty million dollars
should be made available 10 the three primary helicopter manufacturers for the expansion of
production facilities and for expediting their production engineering program. In conclusion,
General Heileman recommended that a Department of the Army panel be formed and charged
with the development of a transportation helicopter program for the Chief of Staff.

While concurring in the basic concepts set forth by the Chief of Transportation, the Army
Field Forces commented that transportation helicopter units would be used primarily in a tactical
role to provide logistical support within the forward combat areas by providing troop and supply
movement. OCAFF agreed with the Chief of Transportation that helicopters of a type field army
should be capable of producing a total lift equivalent of ten battalions of H-21 or other medium
cargo helicopters, each with approximately 4,000 pounds payload. However, in the face of the
current helicopter supply situation, a more realistic breakdown for the next several years would
be 6 light helicopter battalions, 3 medium helicopter battalions, and 1 heavy helicopter battalion.
OCAFF was of the opinion that for the next several years industry would be able to support
2,000-pound class helicopters (H-13s and H-23s) in greater quantities than 4,000- 1o

23



THE EVOLUTION OF ARMY AVIATION

6,000-pound machines (H-19s and H-21s). To prevent delay in organizing and equipping
battalions, consideration should be given to the use of the preponderance of helicopters which
would be more readily available. The use of a more readily available helicopter would cut down
the ton-mile capability, which could remain equivalent only by increasing the number of light
helicopters which in turn would require additional pilots and mechanics.

The Army Field Forces did not agree with the proposal for having two cargo helicopters per
battalion headquarters. Each operating company already was authorized two utility helicopters
in order to ensure one operational utility helicopter at all times. OCAFF also stated that because
of limitation of helicopters operating at high altitudes and under certain extremely bad weather
conditions, alternate forms of transportation such as human bearers and pack animals could not
be completely eliminated from use at that time. According to OCAFF, consideration should be
given to the availability of any operational aircraft when determining their equivalent to truck
companies. The large amount of maintenance required on cargo helicopters would materially
affect such comparisons. Regarding limitations of large helicopters, OCAFF agreed with the
Chief of Transportation, but recommended that a proportionate ratio of various sizes be con-
sidered. While agreeing with the recommendation to establish a Department of the Army panel
to develop the doctrine and quantitative and qualitative standards for a helicopter program,
QCAFF felt that such a panel should cover not only transportation helicopter problems but also
consider the entire Army aviation structure and concepl.15
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Chapter III

THE FORMATIVE YEARS

Army aviation in 1952 entered on a period of rapid expansion and change. After numerous
delays and difficulties, the first helicopter companies were organized, trained, and deployed. At
the same time, the entire aviation program underwent extensive review which resulted in a
significant expansion of the program. By the end of 1954, the aviation program had taken the
form which it was to retain until the development of the airmobility concept in the 1960s.

Helicopter Units
Unit Activations

The Army Field Forces in June 1952 revised its plan for the activation of twelve helicopter
ambulance detachments. Two units, the 37th and the 53d, were activated in July, earlier than
planned, in order to establish requirements for personnel and equipment. The remaining ten
detachments also were to be activated sooner than scheduled. Only the 53d was to remain in the
continental United States for general use.!

Early in 1952, the XVIII Airborne Corps recommended to OCAFF that a helicopter company
be activated at Fort Bragg and attached to the corps. It was the opinion of the corps that the
establishment of tactics, techniques, and doctrine concerning the tactical employment of the
helicopter could be accomplished only by placing a helicopter unit at the disposal of tactical field
units. Despite the recommendations of XVIII Airbome Corps and Third Army, OCAFF
recommended that for the time being all transportation helicopter companies should be activated
and initially trained at Fort Sill or a helicopter training school. Units would then be moved to a
division station to complete their unit training. The Fort Bragg—Camp Mackall area was, in the
opinion of OCAFF, a suitable station because of the presence of a division and also the
availability of suitable facilities. The Department of the Army in May 1952 approved the
recommendation of OCAFF that all transportation helicopter companies be activated at Fort Sill.
A total of three companies in addition to the 6th and 13th Transportation Helicopter Companies
had been programed for activation at Fort Sill during fiscal year 1953. The Department of the
Army anticipated that the 6th Transportation Helicopter Company would be deployed overseas
upon completion of unit training, which it hoped would be under a tactical unit. In order to
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accomplish this training, the 6th Transportation Helicopter Company was transferred to Fort
Bragg in mid-1952.

Late in October, the Chief of Transportation rejected the Army Field Forces proposal to use
Fort Bragg, Fort Benning, Camp Cooke, Fort Lewis, Fort Riley, and Camp Polk, as training
stations for transportation helicopter companies. Fort Bragg was at that time the only post
equipped to conduct unit training, both from a personnel and equipment viewpoint. Estab-
lishment of other training areas, in the opinion of the Chief of Transportation, would necessitate
use of personnel entirely unfamiliar with the concept of employment or the problems involved
in the training of such companies. The Chief of Transportation considered it inadvisable to
attempt undirected unit training at locations lacking established facilities and personnel qualified
by experience. Field manuals on concept of employment were then under study and were
unavailable to the ficld. He also recommended that careful consideration be given to the use of
a unit in close proximity to the manufacturers of presently contracted aircraft to facilitate the
ferrying of the aircraft to the using unit. The configuration of the H-19 and H-21 was such that
movement by rail or truck was impossible unless the aircraft were completely disassembled.
The problem of supply had to be considered, as each additional training center would require
additional supply channels, storage facilities for spares, and increased personnel to maintain and
account for these supplies. By using one unit training center, the supply problem would be held
at a minimum.

The Chief of Transportation therefore recommended that Fort Bragg be established as the
training center for all transportation helicopter units. The units would undergo unit training at
that station prior to assignment to overseas commands or to stations in the continental United
States. He further recommended that the ten helicopter companies scheduled for activation be
trained and committed as follows:

6th Co Fort Bragg Far East Command
13th Co Fort Bragg Far East Command
506th Co Fort Bragg Fort Benning

509th Co Fort Bragg European Command
522d Co Fort Bragg Far East Command
527th Co Fort Bragg Fort Eustis

530th Co Fort Bragg European Command
532d Co Fort Bragg European Command
a Fort Bragg Fort Bragg

a Fort Bragg Far East Command

a = These companies had not been assigned a number.

28




THE FORMATIVE YEARS

Army Field Forces did not favorably consider the recommendation for a single Transportation
Helicopter Company Unit Training Center at Fort Bragg. It believed that the additional ex-
perience gained by army, corps, and division personnel in supervising and observing the training
program in each of the army areas would far outweigh the slightly more efficient unit training
which might be obtained at a single center. In addition, OCAFF stated that experience gained at
these stations would contribute to early development of sound doctrine and tactics and would
establish a basis for unit training in the event of a rapid expansion of the helicopter program. In
the light of the transportation and supply problems, OCAFF concluded that the two companies
recommended for training at Fort Lewis could be more economically trained at Fort Bragg. The
companies which would conduct unit training at Forts Benning, Eustis, and Riley and Camp Polk
would be permanently stationed at those locations. There might be some sacrifice in efficiency
of unit training at these stations, but the experience gained by supervisory personnel would offset
the disadvantages. Conduct of unit training at permanent stations was more economical because
it eliminated movement of the unit from Fort Bragg to the permanent station. Troops and
equipment would be available at those stations for use in conjunction with the unit
training program 2

The question of a unit training center remained in abeyance while the aviation program as a
whole was developed. Late in 1954, the idea was revived and it was decided to establish two
such training centers—Fort Sill for activation and training of single rotor helicopter units and
Fort Riley for tandem rotor helicopter units. These two Army Aviation Unit Training Commands
were programed to begin operation during the first quarter of calendar year 1955 3

Field Training

The 6th Transportation Helicopter Company had been organized in late 1950 at Fort Sill. A
detachment of the company, consisting of 9 officers, 42 enlisted men, and 7 H-23 helicopters,
participated in Exercise SOUTHERN PINE from 13 to 17 August 1951. This was the first major
field exercise which included an organized helicopter unit. Exercise SOUTHERN PINE was a
joint Army-Air Force exercise in the Fort Bragg-Camp Mackall area. The 6th Transportation
Helicopter Company participated in the first phase of the exercise, during which there was an
assault by the 82d Airborme Division and a daylight relief of the 82d by the 28th and
43d Infantry Divisions.

The mission of the 6th Transportation Helicopter Company was to provide helicopter medical
evacuation, emergency helicopter resupply, and personnel transport. Evacuation requests went
direct to the helicopter company from the division surgeon and evacuation hospital and were not
coordinated with tactical or logistical personnel prior to commitment. A plan was prepared to
perform a helicopter resupply problem to supply a cut-off battalion for one day, but this plan was
never implemented.

There was insufficient time for pianning for complete integration into the maneuver play. It
was quickly discovered that radio <quipment of greater range was required in the helicopters.
During the maneuver, certain doctrinal considerations were violated because of emergency use
of the helicopters for medical evaluation. The supply channels for spare parts proved to be slow

29



THE FORMATIVE YEARS

- " .
LN ¢ ol 3T

A wounded trooper being evacuated by a helicopter of the 6th Transportation
Company during Exercise Southern Pine.

and organizational and field maintenance was inadequate. Radio field maintenance facilities for
aircraft signal equipment during the exercise were nonexistent.?

The 6th Transportation Helicopter Company next participated in Exercise SNOWFALL at
Camp Drum and Pine Camp, New York, from 17 January to 16 February 1952. This exercise
was planned to prepare both Army and Air Force units for missions in extremely cold weather
areas by providing training in individual survival methods; movement over the snow; and the
care and use of equipment, supplies, and weapons. The mission of the helicopter company was
to provide transportation for troops and supplies and medical evacuation. Again only a detach-
ment of the company was available, consisting of 4 officers, 28 warrant officers, 52 enlisted men,
and 10 H-13s.5

Any doubts regarding the capabilities and use of helicopters were quickly laid to rest by the
company’s performance in supporting the practice air drop of the llith Airborme Division
personnel on 25 and 30 January. Although the division surgeon requested only two helicopters
for support on 25 January the transportation officer of the 6th Transportation Helicopter
Company put every available aircraft on this mission. Seven helicopters were used and airlifted
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Division Support helicopter hovering over tanks of the 4th Tank Battalion (Medium)
moving against the enemy forces during Exercise Longhorn in Texas, 1952.

twenty-six actual casualties from the drop zone to the medical collecting station. During the air
drop on 30 January, eight helicopters were used in airlifting thirty-two actual casualties.

Maintenance of the helicopters again presented a serious problem. Although a detachment of
the 25th Ordnance Light Aircraft Maintenance Company was present, a lack of parts prevented
quick repair. The ordnance officer of the maneuver headquarters made arrangements with a
Syracuse, New York, firm to purchase parts locally which relieved the situation somewhat. A
combination of the extreme cold and the use of an improper grade of fuel caused many of the
maintenance problems. The severe weather conditions caused a total of twenty forced landings
and auto-rotations. Despite the rough terrain in which these forced landings were made, only
one helicopter was damaged. Problems with the communications equipment again were en-
countered. The actual combat capability of the company could not be determined from infor-
mation based on the small number of reconnaissance helicopters used. Cold weather operations
techniques could not be developed because of the lack of adequate equipment and insufficient
maneuver play.6

Cargo helicopters were used for the first time in a maneuver during Exercise LONGHORN.
Exercise LONGHORN was a joint Army-Air Force field training exercise conducted in the area
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surrounding Fort Hood, Texas, during the period 25 March to 15 April 1952. The 6th Transpor-
tation Helicopter Company provided two H-19s and nine H-13s for the exercise. One of the
H-19s belonged to Army Field Forces Board No. 1 at Fort Bragg and was flown approximately
1,300 miles to reach the exercise.

The 6th Transportation Helicopter Company had a mission of moving supplies and casualties,
making loud speaker psychological warfare broadcasts, reconnaissance and surveillance, and
various administrative duties. Again the maintenance facilities and personnel in the TOE were
found to be inadequate. Utilization of only two cargo helicopters in the exercise did not give a
complete indication of the capability of a fully equipped company.

The Maneuver Transportation Officer proposed four token exercises to be performed by the
Army helicopters. These exercises included the resupply of a surrounded unit, the movement of
an infantry company from a reserve to a front line position, the evacuation of an infantry
company from an exposed position, and medical evacuation. The Deputy Maneuver Director, an
Air Force officer, opposed such exercises on the grounds that they were contrary to Air Force
policy. As aresult, Army helicopters were used only for medical evacuation from the front lines
to division clearing stations where responsibility was transferred to the Air Force. This decision
was reached despite the existence of the agreement reached by the Secretaries of the Army and
the Air Force in October 1951. The Director of the Joint Airborne Troop Board (Army-Air
Force) concluded that an urgent need existed for an interservice decision on the delineation of
responsibilities with regard to the administrative air movement of Army troop units, the
outloading of combat units for airborne assaults, and aerial supply and resupply. He did not feel
that grounds existed for further dispute between the Army and the Air Force concerning the use
of Army helicopters in the actual combat zone.

The employment of helicopters in Exercise SNOWSTORM, from 15 February to 19 March
1953 at Camp Drum, was significant in that this was the first time that cargo helicopters in any
number were employed in an extended field exercise. The entire move of the 506th Transporta-
tion Helicopter Company from Fort Benning to Camp Drum and return was performed with
organic aircraft and represented the first Army unit movement of cargo helicopters over a
distance greater than 1,000 miles. The 506th Transportation Helicopter Company provided 3
officers, 15 warrant officers, 55 enlisted men, 11 H-19s, and 1 H-23 for the operation. The 53d
Medical Helicopter Ambulance Detachment and the 152d Cargo Helicopter Field Maintenance
Detachment also participated in Exerciss SNOWSTORM.

The mission of the helicopter units was to develop and test Army doctrine, tactics, techniques,
and equipment in cold weather operations. The troop movement mission performed by the
company consisted of moving a reserve battalion to protect the flanks against an aggressor
attack. The mission was considered successful, although the failure of the supported unit to
designate helicopter loads for rapid loading and unloading caused some delay. Supplies for the
company were adequate, but there was a lack of adequately trained maintenance personnel and
special tools.

32




THE FORMATIVE YEARS

Air evacuation of casualties was performed according to the Army interpretation of the
Armmny-Air Force agreement of 4 November 1952. The Air Force objected to this and demanded
that it be solely responsible for evacuation of all casualties by air, including actual injuries as
well as simulated casualties. The Army contended that for humanitarian reasons the evacuation

of actual casualties should be accomplished by the quickest means.?

The 506th Transportation Helicopter Company and the 152d Cargo Helicopter Field Main-
tenance Detachment also participated during 1953 in the DESERT ROCK exercises held in
Nevada. Upon receipt of the mission order, the 506th Transportation Helicopter Company
immediately began planning for the required spare parts and equipment necessary to support the
operation. These spare parts were dispatched by rail from Fort Benning to Nevada, but the car
with the supplies did not arrive at its destination until two days after the unit had headed for
home. The delay in dispatching the spare parts from Fort Benning resulted from the company’s
recent return from Exercise SNOWSTORM. Prior to the departure of the company for Nevada,
the 152d Cargo Helicopter Field Maintenance Detachment performed fourteen major inspec-
tions and four engine changes.

The flight from Fort Benning to Nellis Air Force Base took eight days and the return trip
eleven. The 4,400-mile round trip proved that cargo helicopter units could undertake
long-distance cross country flights and satisfactorily accomplish missions at their destination.
The thirteen H-19s encountered no problems en route, but the H-23 was damaged by high winds
while on the ground. The company participated in several aerial support movements
during the exercise.”

Exercise FLASHBURN, the only large-scale maneuver held during fiscal year 1954, took
place in the Carolina Maneuver Area during April and May. An airborne corps and an aggressor
force participated in offensive and defensive operations, supplied with tactical air support and
atomic weapons support. FLASHBURN witnessed the largest commitment of helicopter units
to date in an exercise—the 506th and 509th Transportation Helicopter Companies, the 152d and
153d Cargo Helicopter Field Maintenance Detachments, the 25th Army Aircraft Maintenance
Company, and the 98th Army Aircraft Repair Detachment.

The fifteen helicopters available for tactical employment took part in two lifts. In the first, two
rifle companies were lifted approximately eleven miles to seize critical terrain features in
conjunction with the armored task force attack to link-up with the airhead. In the second, after
the link-up, helicopters were used by the XVIII Airborne Corps to lift three reinforced rifle
platoons to seize critical defiles along a route of advance. The lift capacity of the helicopters
employed in these operations was inadequate for a tactical mission. When employed, the
Maneuver Director felt the tactics were unrealistic in the face of an aggressive enemy.lo

Materiel Requirements Review Panel

The Air Force continued to maintain that the Army’s helicopter companies were intended to
perform only limited functions which were secondary to the Air Force’s mission of supplying
the Army with its required airlift. The Air Force argued that it must first provide for this
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Helicopters of the 509th Transportation Company used to airlift troops into the
battle zone of the Carolina Maneuver Area during Exercise Flashburn, 1954.

responsibility before making available identical critical equipment to the Army for the perfor-
mance of a limited function. It also notified the Army of its intent to provide an Air Force
helicopter unit for Exercise LONGHORN.

Considering the Air Force actions as an “abrogation” rather than an “interpretation™ of the
1951 Memorandum of Understanding, the Secretary of the Army concluded in June 1952 that
the Army should no longer be bound by its provisions. He thereupon called for an Army review
of its concepts of the place of the helicopter in land combat. No outstanding agreement, the
Secretary declared, should be permitted 10 hamper the helicopter research and development
program or those relating to the procurement and utilization of helicopters. The Secretary
directed that he be furnished a reconsidered Army program by 8 August 1952.""

On 30 June, the Chief of Staff of the Army directed that the Materiel Requirements Review
Panel review the Army helicopter program and submit recommendations by 1 August. Some of
the problems to be clarified included the current procurement and utilization programs, the
determination of actual requirements, and the proper implementation of the overall program—
especially research and development, service testing, procurement, maintenance, and organiza-
tion and training. The panel was also to determinc if the present program was in consonance with
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the Army’s interpretation of the October 1951 Memorandum of Understanding. Also to be
considered was whether the Air Force support of the Army helicopter program—training
personnel, accomplishing procurement, research and development, and depot maintenance and
supply—was the most efticient, economical, and effective means of accomplishing these facets
of the program. In addition, the panel was to determine if any duplication existed in the planned
utilization of Army and Air Force helicopter units and in what fields there were requirements for
the Air Force to provide helicopter units for support of the Army.12

Army Field Forces informed the Materiel Requirements Review Panel on 14 July that the
existing method of determining actual TOE requirements was basically sound. The existing
programing for transportation helicopter units for the type ficld army, however, was not sound.
Army Field Forces recommended to the panel that transportation helicopter companies should
be organized into battalions of two to five companies and that each field army should include
ten helicopter battalions each averaging three companies. It also recommended that the
Memorandum of Understanding be modified to assure Army responsibility for its helicopter
transportation within the combat zone.

Army Field Forces reported that the research and development program for Army aviation
was being properly implemented, but could be improved by closer integration with Navy and
Air Force programs and the establishment of a new system of assigning development priorities
on Army aviation projects being conducted by other services. It recommended that the Army
initiate design competitions in fiscal years 1953 and 1954 for development of a 1,000 pound
payload utility helicopter and a 6,000 pound payload cargo helicopter. Army Field Forces also
recommended that Army representation be increased on boards which inspected or considered
aircraft of primary interest to the Army.

Relative to service testing of Army helicopters, OCAFF recommended that an “on call”
contract be established with manufacturers in order to expedite delivery of spare parts during the
user test period; that Army Field Forces Board No. 1 and other user test agencies be given a
higher requisition priority; that, as an established policy, two early production models be
allocated to Army Field Forces for testing; that user test procurement should be spéd up so that
testing could be completed prior to full scale production; and, on selected user test items, a troop
test quantity should be bought for testing concurrently with the user test. In addition, OCAFF
felt that prior to delivery of production aircraft overseas a user test aircraft should be sent over
for use in pilot and mechanic orientation and transition training.

In the important area of training of Army aviation personnel, OCAFF concluded that the
overall Army helicopter training program was, for the most part, being properly implemenied,
but recommended to the panel that in order to correct certain deficiencies an Army Aviation
School be established and sufficient personnel spaces, funds, facilities, and equipment provided
to implement an expanding training program, In conjunction with the establishment of the
school, the Army would assume all aviation training then being conducted by the Air Force for
the Army. Finally, OCAFF recommended that action then in progress to revise unit ATPs,
instrument flight training, and ordnance training of aircraft maintenance personnel continue.
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In answer to the question of the need for the Air Force to provide helicopter units for support
of the Army, OCAFF concluded that, except for missions appropriate for rotary wing aircraft of
the flying crane type, the Army helicopter program provided adequate rotary wing transport
aircraft to meet requirements of the type field army. It recommended that Transportation Corps
requirements for operation of rotary wing aircraft of the flying crane type outside the type field
army be determined by study, and that, based on the recommended study, requirements for
helicopter support by other services be determ incd. !

The Transportation Corps, in the study which it prepared for the panel, pointed out that only
224 transport type helicopters had been budgeted for procurement, and only a handful had
actually been delivered. Believing this to be completely inadequate, the Transportation Corps
proposed a 5-year program which would provide 1,200 transport helicopters to equip fifteen
battalions. The Transportation Corps believed that the cargo helicopter program should be
separated from the rest of the Army aviation program of which it had been an integral part. Since
cargo helicopters functioned more like vehicular rather than air transport, the Transportation
Corps felt that they should be integrated into the transportation complex. It therefore recom-
mended that Army responsibilities pertaining to cargo helicopters be assigned to the Transpor-
tation Corps, under the general direction of G-3 and G4.'4

The Materiel Requirements Review Panel, chaired by Brig. Gen. G. J. Higgins, met on 24
and 25 July 1952 to conduct the requested review. During the review, twenty staff studies
prepared by various agencies for the use of the panel were examined. The panel reached a
number of conclusions regarding the Army Aviation Program. It found the Army’s utilization
program in consonance with the Army’s interpretation of the Memorandum of Understanding.
The current procurement and utilization programs for helicopters were also in consonance with
the budget guidelines of the Secretary of Defense. No procurement was therefore planned to
meet any portion of the requirements of the Mobilization Reserve.

The panel found that procurement was based upon known issue requirements existing at the
time that the fiscal year 1953 budget estimates were prepared, but did not cover some additional
requirements for utility helicopters authorized since that time. Programed procurement of utility
helicopters, including fiscal year 1953, would leave the Army about 25 percent short of its total
requirements through fiscal year 1954, assuming the war continued in Korea. Planned procure-
ment of cargo helicopters would meet all but approximately 15 to 20 percent of the requirements
for ten transportation helicopter companies through fiscal year 1954,

The panel believed that the programed twelve ambulance helicopter units were ade-
quate, but that the programed ten transportation helicopter companies would not meet
current requirements.

As a result of its study, the panel made several recommendations regarding the future
development of the aviation program. It recommended that clear coordination of the Army and
Navy helicopter programs should be affected. The panel believed that the Army could obtain
greater effectiveness in the research and development programs by having the authority to place
projects with commercial concerns or government agencies best qualified to conduct a particular
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project. The research and development program could be improved by close integration with the
Navy and Air Force programs to avoid waste of money and time, duplication of effort, and to
permit maximum interservice utilization of the helicopters developed and the engineering staffs
and facilities available. In the interest of economy, the panel recommended that the Army should
utilize to the maximum extent helicopters under development by other services, while at the
same time devoting the bulk of its research and development money to the development of a
ship-to-shore helicopter, an optimum cargo helicopter, and improved rotor systems and helicop-
ter power plants.

The panel did not accept the Transportation Corps’ proposal for separating the cargo helicop-
ter program from the rest of Army aviation. It did propose a realignment of the overall logistical
support responsibilities. Most activities pertaining to the funding, procurement, and research
and development of Army aircraft at that time were handled by the Ordnance Corps. The
Ordnance Corps had acted generally as an agent for G-3 and OCAFF. The small staffs handling
these functions were submerged in the overall Ordnance procurement and research and develop-
ment programs. The panel recommended that responsibilities for all logistical functions involved
in the aircraft program be assigned to one technical service, under the staff direction of a single
agency set up in the General Staff,

In the area of supply and maintenance, the panel found that the Army’s present organization
and field maintenance program, if properly implemented, would support the utility helicopter
but not the cargo helicopter program. Depot supply and maintenance, as performed by the Air
Force for Army aircraft, was neither the most efficient nor most effective system.

The panel found fault with the entire procurement system. The internal procedure in the
Army for the procurement of aircraft was unnecessarily cumbersome. The existing procurement
procedures in the purchase of aircraft through the Air Force was cumbersome and inefficient and
required radical change.

Of particular interest to OCAFF was the recommendation that the Army assume responsibility
for all aviation training then being conducted by the Air Force for the Army. The panel found
that the overall Army helicopter program was being properly implemented by the appropriate
Department of the Army agencies pertaining to organization and service testing.

The requirement remained for support of the Army by the Air Force in providing airlift from
exterior points to points within the combat zone, airlift for joint assault airborne operations, and
other airlift beyond the capabilities of Army aircraft. The panel found, however, that there was
a serious duplication in the planned utilization of Army and Air Force helicopter units in the
fields of transportation of Army supplies, equipment, and small units within the combat zone
and medical air evacuation within the combat zone.

The panel believed that further negotiations with the Air Force would be time consuming and
would, at best, result in another document restricting Army aviation rather than delineating
functions. It felt that the requirement for joint regulations and memorandums of undersianding
on the subject of Army aviation no longer existed any more than a requirement existed for similar
publications on Naval or Marine aviation.
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The Materiel Requirements Review Panel recommended that a S-year cargo helicopter
procurement program be established to provide 15 transportation battalions to support a 20-
division force. Three of these battalions would be utilized in the Zone of the Interior for
experimental projects, training, and development of doctrine, tactics, and techniques. The cost
of such a program over a 5-year period was estimated to be $1,000,000,000 and 9,000 personnel
spaces. To support this proposed program, the panel recommended that the Army initiate ¢
5-year research and development program. The cost of this program would possibly amount to
an average expenditure of $15,000,000 per year over the next five years. For mobilization
planning purposes, the panel recommended that a division slice of thirty-nine helicopters be
established. This would provide 7 transportation helicopter battalions per type field army in the
ratio of 3 light, 3 medium, and 1 heavy.

Finally, the panel recommended that the Assistant Chiefs of Staff, G-1, G-3 and G4, and the
Offices of the Chief of Army Field Forces, Chief of Transportation, Chief Signal Officer, Chief
of Engineers, and Surgeon General be directed to establish within their offices an identifiable
agency with responsibility for the overall supervision and coordination of functions of that office
relating to Army aviation, To provide overall supervision and coordination for the program, the
panel recommended that the Office, Assistant Chief of Staff, G-3, be designated as the General
Staff Agency charged with these responsibilities and that this agency be headed by a general
officer with an adequate staff.!

On 21 August 1952, the Chief of Staff of the Army, following his review of the recommen-
dations on the Materiel Requirements Review Panel, approved the establishment of a modified
cargo helicopter program based on twelve transportation helicopter battalions funded over the
next five years at a cost of approximately $688,000,000 and 6,000 personnel spaces. Based ona
tentative procurement schedule, $138,000,000 was added 1o the fiscal year 1954 budget. A sum
of $2,720,000 was included in the fiscal year 1954 research and development program for
helicopters, and the feasibility of reprograming approximately $5,000,000 of the fiscal year 1953
research and development funds was considered. The Chief of Staff approved the panel’s
recommendations regarding Army assumption of depot supply and maintenance of Army
aircraft, procurement of aircraft directly from the manufacturers, and responsibility for all
aviation training. Funding for Army aviation training for fiscal year 1954 was approved with the
assumption that the Army would conduct all of its own training. The recommendations of the
panel and the Chief of Staff were approved by the Secretary of the Army in October. And so
began an expanding Army aviation program."’

Memorandum of Understanding of 1952
Following approval of the 5-year program to provide the Army twelve transportation helicop-
ter battalions and twelve helicopter ambulance units by 1956, the Chief of Staff invited the
attention of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the fact that the Air Force was programing assault groups
in duplication of these Army units. The Chief of Staff of the Air Force replied that the Army
helicopter program was completely unacceptable to the Air Force. Maintaining that the units the
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Air Force was providing for joint assault operations should be used for logistic operations in the
combat zone, he requested the JCS to direct the Army to cease programing air evacuation units
and to limit the transportation helicopter program to five experimental companies.

The JCS directed the suspension of the activation of the evacuation units until the two services
could settle the matter. A conference was held on 13 October with the Secretary of the Army,
the Secretary of the Air Force, the Chiefs of Staff, and the Deputy Secretary of Defense in
attendance. On 4 November, the Army and the Air Force concluded a second Memorandum of
Understanding on Army aviation which superseded the agreement of 1951. Its changes favored
the Army point of view, especially as related to the helicoptcr.”

This memorandum imposed a weight restriction on Army fixed-wing aircraft of 5,000 pounds.
This limitation was subject to review by the Secretary of Defense, upon the request of either of
the service secretaries, to keep such limitation realistic in the light of “technical developments
and assigned missions.” The helicopter was defined solely in terms of performance of functions.

The transportation by air of Army supplies, equipment, personnel, and small units within the
combat zone became a primary rather than a limited or emergency function of Army aviation.
The combat zone was redefined so as to extend normally from 50 to 100 miles in depth. Other
primary functions included aerial observation; control of Army forces; command, liaison, and
courier missions; and aerial wire laying within the combat zone. Two other types of activity not
previously included also were added—artillery and topographic survey and aecromedical evacua-
tion within the combat zone. Evacuation was to include battlefield pickup of casualties, their air
transport to the initial point of treatment, and any subsequent move to hospital facilities within
the combat zone.

Primary functions of the Air Force in support of ground forces were restricted to the
following: (1) airlift of Army supplies, equipment, personnel, and units from the outside to points
within the combat zone; (2) airlift for the air movement of troops, supplies, and equipment in the
assault and subsequent phases of airborne operations; (3) airlift for the evacuation of personnel
and materiel from the combat zone; and (4) acromedical evacuation of casualties from the initial
points of treatment or subsequent hospitalization to points outside the combat zone. In the case
of airborne operations, the Air Force was responsible for the evacuation of casualties from the
objective area until such time as a ground link-up was attained.'

OCAFF Review of the Army Aviation Program

Between July 1952, when the Materiel Requirements Review Panel reviewed the Army
Aviation Program, and June 1953, Amy Field Forces conducted follow-up studies on various
phases of Army aviation. By June 1953, the recommendations of the Materiel Requirements
Review Panel and various OCAFF studies had been reviewed by the Secretary of the Army, who
used some of them as guidance for the Army aviation program of fiscal year 1954, Early in June
1953, the Department of the Army concluded that a further detailed study of the Army aviation
program was needed in order to ascertain the progress made in implementing the recommenda-
tions approved by the Secretary of the Army.
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Army Field Forces completed its portion of the review by the end of August. A conference
composed of representatives of the OCAFF schools and boards, major overseas commands, and
appropriate technical services prepared a staff study on the organization of Army aviation.
Basically, OCAFF found the existing program to be sound. It recommended that the ratio of
helicopters within the twelve programed battalions and within a mobilization procurement
program should be two light battalions to one medium battalion to one heavy battalion. In
addition 1o the twelve helicopter ambulance detachments in the current program, OCAFF
recommended one detachment per two divisions mobilized.

At this time, OCAFF was of the opinion that there was no continuing requirement for a heavy
lift helicopter within the field army. Unless designs would be radically improved, the size,
weight, and complexity of the heavy lift helicopter would make its employment in the combat
zone impracticable except for special operations. There was, however, a requirement for a heavy
lift helicopter for employment by the Transportation Corps. Field testing of current types of fixed
and rotary wing aircraft to be conducted during 1953 and 1954 might develop a requirement for
a fixed wing cargo aircraft to supplement cargo helicopters.

On the question of what helicopter lift capability should be given to a field army, OCAFF
stated that air lift of major forces—divisions or larger for considerable distances—became a joint
operation with the Air Force and should not be attempted on a unilateral basis with helicopters.
On the other hand, the field army should be able to rapidly shift balanced combat forces within
the zone of operation to fill a gap or exploit a success. OCAFF considered the movement in one
lift of a battalion combat team to be the minimum capability which should be given the field
army. With this capability, a regimental combat team could be moved in three or four lifts. In
addition, the minimum lift capability should provide for continuous supply of at least one
infantry division.

OCAFF observed that the efficiency of the larger helicopters increased as the round trip
distance increased. At average maximum range, the relative efficiency was of the same order as
the relative payloads. For short hauls, however, the light helicopter had a high efficiency because
of lower turn around time and lower maintenance requirements.

Army Field Forces emphasized that a balance had to be reached as to the numbers of cargo
helicopters by type required for the ficld army. The heavier helicopter, though more efficient in
moving tonnage, was costly, complex, and vulnerable and had to be used with caution in forward
areas. The light helicopter was tactically versatile, easier to replace and service, but limited in
payload. OCAFF surmised that some high payload aircraft would have to be included to move
such essential items as the 105-mm. howitzer and the 3/4-ton truck. A force of four helicopter
battalions, including one medium and one heavy, would meet the lift requirements and provided
adequate helicopters of each type to carry out the numerous and varied missions required.

Armmy Field Forces recommended no changes in its organization relating to aviation. It
concluded that the organization of Army aviation for the Army as a whole, though sound, would
be strengthened by the assignment of a general officer to command the principal field agency
(school or center), and that this officer should be the principal advisor to the Chief of Staff and
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the Chief of Army Field Forces on Army aviation. OCAFF recommended that the organization
for Army aviation at the Department of the Army would be improved and staff action facilitated
by establishing the action office within G-3 at branch level and headed by a senior officer who
should be an Army aviator.'®

According to OCAFF, current organization of Army aviation was weakened by lack of
operational facilities, lack of administrative support, lack of provision for adequate maintenance
supervision, and lack of operational supervision to prevent duplication of missions and to ensure
the best utilization of aircraft. It was the opinion of OCAFF that the establishment of a TOE
aviation company would be a workable solution for divisional Army aviation, but one which
would involve many administrative, operational, and logistical problems when applied to
non-divisional units. By assigning Army aircraft to using units within the division, the Army
would assure unit commanders of operational control of the required aircraft.

Army Field Forces concluded that Army aviation in all arms and services except Transporta-
tion Corps and Medical Service Corps should be organic to the using unit. The centralization of
logistical support and operational facilities should be accomplished to assure the optimum
efficiency and use of personnel and equipment without sacrificing the operational control and
immediate availability of Army aircraft to using unit commanders. In the opinion of OCAFF,
Army aviation support units and aviation in the Transportation Corps should be organized as
army troops to provide logistical support for aircraft and to fumnish transportation helicopter
units. Army aviation in the Medical Service Corps should also be organized as army troops in
the form of helicopter ambulance detachments.

OCAFF recommended the establishment of an aviation special staff section at division, corps,
and amy levels. This section would exercise staff supervision over all Army aviation activities,
provide a single source of information concerning Army aviation for the commander ang his
staff, and provide staff supervision over technical and flight aspects of administration, training,
and operations.

The study was forwarded to the Department of the Army, which approved it on 25
September.zo

This study by OCAFF resulted in a complete revamping of the aircraft procurement program.
In order to meet the equipment objectives established in the study, it proved necessary to extend
procurement over three additional years. In October 1953, the Transportation Corps drew up an
8-year plan—covering fiscal years 1954 to 1961—costing approximately $1.7 billion. Assum-
ing no further increase in basic requirements, subsequent procurement would be limited to
aircraft needed to replace annual losses caused by attrition.?!

Army Aviation Plan

On 4 September 1954, the Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans and Research of the Army directed
a review of the entire aviation program and the development of a comprehensive program 1o
provide long range guidance for the future operation and administration of Army aviation. The
Army General Staff, under the monitorship of the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-3, reviewed the
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Army aviation program. A plan was developed with the assistance of the major zone of interior
commands and agencies.

On 9 November, the Department of the Army G-3 requested that OCAFF, along with all major
overseas and CONUS army commands and the commandants of the service schools, submit
comments on this plan by 1 December.

The Department of the Army aviation plan contained the conclusion that the organization of
aviation within the Army had failed to mect requirements. The organization denied satisfactory
career opportunities for Army aviators and failed to provide the leadership and control essential
to development and growth. It also failed to assure that development and procurement of aircraft
were thoroughly coordinated with procurement and training of personnel. There was a duplica-
tion of effort among Army agencies in the fields of training, testing, and development of doctrine
and there was competition for personnel and aircraft between the seven branches having organic
aircraft. There was inefficiency and ineffectiveness in testing of aircraft, publication of technical
information, training of personnel, and formulation of doctrine.

In its Aviation Plan, the Department of the Army emphasized the expansion of aviation in the
Army required to provide tactical mobility and logistical support. To accomplish these ends, it
proposed the immediate establishment of an Army Aviation Branch through a 3-phase program.
First, an Army Aviation Branch of the Career Management Division, the Adjutant General’s
Office, would be established and would assume control of all Army aviators. An Army Aviation
Division also would be established in the Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-3.

In the second phase, all rotary and fixed wing aircraft units in the Army would be redesignated
Army aviation units. The technical maintenance and supply units would remain a part of the
technical services. No change would be made in responsibilities for logistical support of Army
aviation. An Army Aviation Center would be established under the Continental Army Command
(CONARC), which would train all pilots, aircraft maintenance personnel at organization and
field maintenance level, and air traffic control specialists.22 The center also would be respon-
sible for the testing of Army aircraft and aviation equipment, excluding development testing
accomplished by the other services and the technical services. The center would develop Army
aviation tactics, techniques, doctrine, and combat developments in coordination with other
service schools.

In the third and final phase, a Chief of Army Aviation would be appointed. He would be
responsible for career control of Army aviation personnel, primary logistical support for Army
aircraft research and development functions in connection with Army aircraft, and the Army
Aviation Center. Finally, all Army aviation personnel and units would be transferred to the
Army Aviation Branch. 2

In distributing the plan for comment, the Chief of Army Field Forces advised that he did not
look with favor on the centralization of Army aviation in a new arm or service and that he had
emphasized the combat nature of Army aviation’s mission. Comments received by OCAFF from
the service schools reflected a wide variety of reactions to the plan. The suggestion to establish
an Army Aviation Branch received the greatest reaction. Among the schools, the Command and
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General Staff College, the Infantry School, the Armor School, and the staff of the Army Aviation
School approved of the concept. It was opposed by the commandant of the Army Aviation
School and by the Artillery School and the Transportation School. The commandant of the
Army War College recommended that decision in this matter be deferred pending completion of
scheduled tests and of studies relating to future logistical support concepts.

Army Field Forces recommended on 1 December that the plan not be presented to the Chief
of Staff. Pending the resolution of a number of basic issues which it raised, OCAFF recom-
mended several actions. These actions included the monitorship of the assignment of rated
aviators and of aviation specialists, necessary expansion of training facilities, approval of
procurement planning, changes in procurement procedures, assumption from the Air Force of
responsibilities for depot maintenance and supply functions, a statement of research and
development objectives, action to minimize the length of the development procurement cycle,
installation construction, the establishment of an Army Aviation Center, and the improvement
of management. Army Field Forces also recommended that no action should be taken which
would alter the control that the Continental Army Command would exercise over Army aviation
activities to make it different from the control exercised over the combat arms. OCAFF
maintained that CONARC must be responsible for training, combat developments, developing
and testing, and related matters just as it was responsible for these subjects for the infantry,
artillery, or armor.2*

On 18 December 1954, OCAFF received from the Department of the Army a draft summary
sheet prepared by G-3 for the Chief of Staff of the Army which summarized the planned
expansion of Army aviation during the period 1955 to 1959 and the Army Aviation Plan and
comments received on it, and recommended several courses of action for approval and im-
plementation. These actions included the centralized control over aviation personnel by the
Department of the Army G-1 in order to obtain efficient use of available qualified personnel in
branch immaterial flight assignments while ensuring maintenance of branch qualifications. The
establishment of an Aviation Center and an Aviation Board at Camp Rucker, Alabama, was
recommended. The Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-3, Department of the Army, would
be augmented by one general officer and approximately seven of other ranks in order to provide
an adequate staff for discharging the responsibilities assigned G-3 for overall supervision of the
Army Aviation Program 2nd coordination of Army functions relating to Army aviation,

In regard to OCAFF, the draft summary sheet’s recommendations provided that the Chief of
Army Field Forces would be charged with conducting all aviation flight and technical training
of Army aviation personnel in the zone of the interior. He also would be charged with making
appropriate recommendations to the Department of the Army concerning all aspects of the
combat or service development of aviation to be used by the Army in the field to include
organizational matters, integration of aviation into units, tactical and logistical employment of
aviation, and recommending the types, characteristics, and capabilities of aircraft considered
best suited for use by the Army in the field.
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The Department of the Army also recommended that the Army assume responsibility for
depot supply and maintenance as soon as budget and organization requirements would permit.
It recommended that planning studies and tests be initiated by appropriate agencies leading to
specific recommendations to the Chief of Staff resolving the basic problems of Army aviation
as related to personnel, organization, developments, construction, procurement, supply and
maintenance, and command.?

Although this Army Aviation Plan was never to be implemented in its entirety, it did provide
the basis for the development of Army aviation for the remainder of the decade. Army aviation
was about to become of age and to begin to play a significant role in the activitics of the Army.
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Chapter IV

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, AND PROCUREMENT

During the 1950s, research and development efforts and the resulting procurement programs
had a major impact on the Army Aviation Program. The fixed wing aircraft industry was well
established and had an extensive research and development background. The Army therefore
was able to rely principally on user tests and modifications of commercial types to meet its
requirements. Helicopters, however, were still in a relatively primitive state of development and
lacked a significant civilian market. For this reason, helicopter development, particularly of the
larger transport types, was heavily dependent on military sponsorship. Prior to 1.'52 most of this
support had been provided by the Air Force and the Navy. Army financial support to rotary wing
development had been limited to convertiplanes, small reconnaissance helicopters, and certain
power plant and supporting research projects. With the rapid expansion of requirements during
the Korean conflict, the Army had procured the best available helicopters, relying on future
developments to provide more suitable types.l

Early Procurement Activities

The 5-year period between the end of World War II and the beginning of the war in Korea
was a time of recession for Army aviation. The number of aircraft organic to the Army dwindled
considerably by 1948 and many of those aircraft which remained were obsolete. Plans to
completely replace the L-4 and the L-5 with the L-16 and the L-17 liaison aircraft were held in
abeyance and a number of the obsolete aircraft were stored at Fort Sill and not declared surplus
to the needs of the Army in view of possible future requirements.

At the beginning of the war in Korea, the Army had over 500 2-place fixed wing aircraft, 143
multiple passenger fixed wing aircraft, and 57 utility helicopters; by the end of the first year of
" the war the overall strength of the Army’s air arm had increased by one-fourth. The most notable
expansion occurred with the introduction of the utility helicopter. The growth in the number of
Army aircraft is as follows:?

TYPE 6/50  6/51 6/52 12/52
Two-place fixed wing 525 843 1451 1534
Multi-passenger fixed wing 143 165 271 320
Utility helicopter 57 86 320 647
Cargo Helicopter 0 0 1 72

TOTAL 725 1094 2043 2573
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Only 481 aircraft had been procured by the Army in fiscal years 1949 and 1950, but with the
outbreak of the war in Korea, a sharp rise occurred in the number and type of aircraft ordered by
the Army. A total of 3,637 aircraft were ordered in fiscal year 1951, and 702 were ordered in
fiscal year 1952. Most were modified commercial, fixed wing aircraft and small reconnaissance
utility helicopters. A limited number of H-19 and H-21 helicopters also had been ordered under
the experimental helicopter program. A need for a flect of large and more complex cargo
helicopters under the twelve battalion program resulted in the Transportation Corps developing
a long range production program that could be readily modified to meet budgetary limitations,
difficulties, and the impact of the cargo helicopter requirement. By November 1952, the
Transportation Corps had drawn up a 5-year program, covering both fixed and rotary wing
aircraft. Production schedules had to be spread over a number of years because of limited
production capability and cost. The total aircraft budget had to be kept within prescribed
expenditure ceilings. The relative inexperience in helicopter design and production impeded
efforts to attain simplification and standardization.

Information regarding the major types of fixed wing and rotary wing aircraft acquired by the
Army from 1942 to 1962 is shown in Tables 1 and 2.

Army Observation Aircraft

The Army realized by 1949 that the L-5 and the L-16, cheap, interim aircraft which were never
considered satisfactory, were becoming uneconomical to continue in operation. The L-18,
although unsuitable for extensive combat, was satisfactorily used as a training aircraft after being
rented on a limited basis from Piper Aircraft Corporation. OCAFF in January 1951 recom-
mended the purchase of 120 L-18s for use at the Artillery School as training aircraft. The
Department of the Army approved the recommendation of Army Field Forces and announced
that delivery of the L-18s was scheduled for May 1951. The aircraft never proved completely
satisfactory and were sold to Turkey or turned over to Army flying clubs.

In order to select an adequate replacement for those obsolete aircraft from commercial
sources, the Army held a competition among commercial aircraft during the period of April
through June 1950. As a result of the competition, the Cessna Model 305 was chosen and was
subsequently designated the L-19. The Cessna entry in the competition actually exceeded the
specifications set forth for the new observation aircraft. The L-19 was powered by a 213
horsepower Continental engine which provided performance superior to any of the other entries.
Army Field Forces Board No. 1 received one L-19 in December 1950 for user tests which would
determine whether or not the aircraft would meet the military characteristics for which it was
developed, whether or not the aircraft would be suitable for extended use in combat as an
observation-reconnaissance aircraft, and what modifications or changes would be incorporated
in future production. Also examined were the suitability of the aircraft for use for aerial drop of
emergency supplies, aerial wire laying, aerial photography operations in extreme heat and cold,
float operations, and use as a trainer. The suitability of its communications and navigation
radio equipment was also scrutinized.
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Production of the L-19 was scheduled to begin in December 1950, with a rate of 25 to 30 per
month for about 15 months. Long range plans called for the L-19 to replace all 2-place airplanes
in the Army. The immediate need in Korea and the increased requirements of the Artillery
School caused an accelerated L-19 production schedule.

After passing its user tests, the L-19 was utilized successfully in Korea for battlefield
observation. The all-around good visibility with a minimum of blind spots and its good
maneuverability were the strong points of the aircraft. Battlefield experience did indicate,
however, a need for improved short range performance. A higher rate of climb, greater en-
durance at higher cruising speeds, and higher ratio of useful load to the gross weight also were
needed. The L-19 participated in photo reconnaissance despite having unsatisfactory camera
mounts, poor stability, and lack of proper sighting devices.3

The last observation type aircraft acquired by the Army during this period was the Piper L-21
Super Cub. This Piper aircraft had been entered in the 1950 competition and had met all of the
specifications, but it had been passed over in favor of the superior Cessna L-19. Piper protested
this action, with the result that the Army finally did purchase a small quantity of the L-21s. Army
Field Forces procured 150 L-21As in 1951 which were mostly utilized as trainers. These were
followed by 568 similar L-21Bs which saw extensive service in the Far East. The L-21 was
phased out of the inventory in 1953.%

Fixed Wing Utility Aircraft

At the outset of the Korean War, the Ryan L-17 was being used extensively for command
transportation. However, it lacked the necessary size and adaptability for use in combat. In
January 1951, Army Field Forces Board No. 1 conducted a competition at Fort Bragg to choose
a multi-place, fixed wing aircraft most suitable to perform utility missions for the Army. As a
result of this competition, the Army selected the deHavilland BEAVER for field utility duty and
the Beechcraft Twin Bonanza Model 50 for the command mission in higher headquarters. The
BEAVER, a rugged aircraft with an exceptionally short takeoff and landing performance and
ability to operate from floats and skis, could perform the missions of medical evacuation,
resupply, front line photography, and staff transport.

Early in 1951, OCAFF recommended to the Army Field Forces Board No. 1 that it test the
deHavilland BEAVER—the XL-20—to determine the degree to which it could satisfy current
military characteristics for that type of aircraft which had a capacity of 6 and a cruising speed of
135 miles per hour. The adaptability of the aircraft for extended use by Army units as utility
aircraft, its suitability for use in emergency resupply, and its reliability in taking aerial photos
and in aerial wire laying also were to be considered.

In order to test it for conditions of extreme heat and cold, one of the XL-20s was assigned to
the Desert Testing Center in the summer of 1951 and another was sent to the Arctic Test Branch
during the winter of 1951-52. The latter was equipped with a set of wheel skis and floats. The
suitability of the communication and navigational radio and adaptability for instrument flying

49



RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, AND PROCUREMENT

was tested. The L-20 successfully passed all tests and the Army planned to purchase a large
number of the aircraft.

During the spring of 1951, the Air Force held up the procurement program for the L-20
because its 2,800 pounds exceeded the allowable empty weight limit by 300 pounds. The Air
Force was rapidly organizing assault helicopter squadrons and was reactivating their liaison
squadrons. This produced an unfortunate situation as the Air Force tied up commercial produc-
tion facilities by duplicating Army contracts. Unless the funds for procurement of Army aircraft
were used by 30 June these funds would revert to the Treasury. The Army Field Forces,
therefore, requested that procurement of the L-20 by the Air Force be expedited.

The Chief, Army Field Forces, recommended to the Department of the Army in June 1951
that the Department of the Air Force be informed that the Department of the Army had no
requirement for support by Air Force liaison squadrons. He also recommended that the Depart-
ment of the Air Force be told that the Department of the Army proposed to equip its Army
aviation sections with suitable airplanes, helicopters, and equipment to perform all liaison
missions without qualification as described in previous regulations.

The L-20 was more practicable than the L-19 for evacuation of wounded requiring medical
attention enroute to the hospital. When using the L-20, the patients were flown directly from the
battlefield to an evacuation hospital rather than to an intermediate stop at a mobile army surgical
hospital. However, the L-20 was found difficult to 1oad because of its extremely small doors and
the limited maneuvering area inside.”

Early in the Korean conflict, the Army Ficld Forces request for the purchase of four
Beechcraft Model 50 airplanes for field testing was turned down by the Assistant Chief of Staff,
G4, Department of the Army, as it did not resolve the question of actual need for an airplane
with more than one engine. Army Field Forces Board No. 1 tested several aircraft to replace the
L-17 and the LC-126 in January 1951. The outstanding performance of the Beechcraft Model
50 confirmed that it was a superior airplane—one which would be suitable for command liaison
transportation at higher staff levels. The very fact that the Beechcraft had two engines made ita
safer aircraft, and its capacity of six passengers and crew gave it a distinct advantage over either
the L-17 or the LC-126, each with a capacity of four. Because of its short field performance, the
Beechcraft was superior to any Air Force or commercial twin-engine plane. The reliability of
the aircraft, along with its equipment for instrument flying, permitted rigid scheduling for flight
in bad weather. The Army Field Forces stated that Air Force multi-engine aircraft not only
lacked the short field characteristics of Army aircraft but were not always available. OCAFF
recommended that a requirement for multi-engine aircraft be established and that the Beechcraft
Model 50 airplane constitute one-third of all multi-place fixed wing aircraft procured and
distributed to corps and higher headquarters. Unreasonable delays developed in the procurement
processing of the Beechcraft, as had been the case of the L-20 BEAVER, when the Air Force
withheld procurement action because the Beechcraft exceeded the allowable empty weight limit
of 2,500 pounds. The first model 50s were purchased in January 1952 and were
designated the L-23,
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OCAFF planned user tests for fiscal year 1952 which were designed to test twin-engine
reliability, single engine performance, suitability for instrument and night flight, and short field
performance. In addition, tests would be performed to measure general staff transport flight
performance and the suitability of the communication and navigational radio package.
Modification or change would be incorporated in future production aircraft and a history of
failures, deficiencies, and maintenance difficulties encountered—as well as any other construc-
tive criticism—would be duly noted.

At the request of the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-3, Department of the Army, OCAFF prepared
a distribution list for the L-23 aircraft in December 1952 in order that plans could be formulated
and school quotas allocated for the necessary multi-engine transition training for the pilots. The
LC-126 aircraft with units were reassigned to the Army Aviation School for use in the instrument

training program.6

Rotary Wing Aircraft
The H-13, SIOUX

The first helicopter used by the Army in Korea was the Bell H-13, which carried a pilot and
one passenger and was equipped with two baskets or pods for litter patients. The H-13 was first
obtained as the YR-13 in December 1946 and by June 1949 the Army had fifty-nine H-13Bs in
its inventory. Shortly after the onset of war in Korea, purchase of twenty H-13s was con-
templated by the Department of the Army from urcommitted funds.

In order to meet Far East Command requirements, the Department of the Army had by late
November delivered three H-13B helicopters to the Far East. Sixteen H-13Bs were furnished for
early shipment to that theater, and ten more were retumed from Alaska to the Sixth Army area
and were rehabilitated for shipment to FECOM by 14 December. Finally, eight H-13D helicop-
ters were airlifted from the manufacturer to the theater. These H-13s proved to be a real asset in
the early days of the war in Korea as a means of medical evacuation.’

Development and procurement of the H-13 continued throughout the remainder of the Korean
conflict and for many years thereafter. By 30 June 1954, the Army had acquired 790 H-13s of
various m;)dels. The majority of these were H-13E and H-13G aircraft obtained during 1952
and 1953,

The H-23 RAVEN

A Hiller 360 helicopter was purchased for Army evaluation in 1950 and designated YH-23.
Successful trials with this aircraft led to an order for 100 two-seat H-23As in the fiscal year 1951
budget, this being the largest Army contract for helicopters up to that time. The majority of the
H-23As were delivered in air ambulance configuration with two extemal, totally enclosed
panniers for stretchers mounted on the fuselage sides. The H-23B followed in 1952 and differed
in having a larger engine, a changed undercarriage, and detail refinements. By 30 June 1954, 373
H-23s had been accepted by the Army.
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The H-19 CHICKASAW

The H-19C CHICKASAW, which originally served with Military Air Transport Service air
rescue squadrons, was obtained by the Army early in 1952, Army Field Forces Board No. 1
tested this aircraft for suitability for medical evacuation, hoisting and rescue work, cargo
movement by sling, and suitability for troop transportation. In these user tests the board carefully
examined the reliability of the aircraft, considering especially a comparison of hours of main-
tenance and hours of operation. The board also examined the preferability of Air Force radio
equipment in the aircraft rather than existing Army aviation navigational radio equipment.
Following successful user tests, the Army obtained ninety-seven H-19s by 30 June 1954. The
versatility of these aircraft became evident in Korea, where they were used to transport neutral
nations’ inspection teams, fly resupply missions for isolated troop units, provide medical
evacuation, transport military assistance group personnel and VIP’s, and provide transpor-
tation for training missions held in coordination with United Nations forces widely
dispersed throughout the country. Toward the end of the Korean conflict, two Transpor-
tation Corps helicopter companies, the 6th and the 13th, were operational, each with
twenty-one H-19 helicopters.10

Studies prepared in 1954 by Army Field Forces and G-3, Department of the Army, indicated
a greater proportionate increase in the requirement for utility helicopters than for any other type
aircraft. The Department of the Army urged OCAFF to develop a plan to assure meeting
increased requirements at the earliest practicable date with the most suitable aircraft.

Some of the missions of the 800-pound utility helicopter were advanced training of cargo
helicopter pilots; special operations of the Transportation Corps, Signal Corps, and Corps of
Engineers; aerial movement of casualties; and missions performed by the proposed division,
corps, and Army aviation companies as proposed by G-3, Department of the Army. All missions
were to be examined to determine the optimum helicopter for each mission. If one type of
helicopter was not suitable for all of the missions, could the missions for which the utility
helicopter was not suitable be performed by the reconnaissance or light cargo helicopter?

In order to develop a plan for meeting the Army’s requirement for utility helicopters, OCAFF
would have to analyze the missions planned for the utility helicopter to determine the qualitative
requirements for each mission; determine if any changes should be made in the current
characteristics of the utility helicopter; determine if the reconnaissance or the light cargo
helicopter should be substituted for the utility helicopter in current or planned authorization,;
compute the phased requirements for utility type helicopters; and determine the extent to which
current utility helicopters should be procured against requirements pending development and
procurement of a new utility helicopter.

The Department of the Army requested that Army Field Forces make recommendations
regarding the ability of any single type utility helicopter to perform all the required missions and
whether any changes should be made in the Army Equipment Development Guide. If no single
helicopter could perform the required missions, the Department of the Army wanted
OCAFF to recommend those helicopters that would be required to perform the missions and also
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recommend necessary changes that would have to be made to the Army Equipment Develop-
ment Guide. The Department also wanted to know if any additional utility helicopters should be
procured against present and future requirements.

OCAFF computed utility helicopter requirements for the second half of fiscal year 1955 at
154 increasing to 165 in fiscal year 1956 and 177 in fiscal year 1957. Orders had been placed
for 182 H-19 utility helicopters of which 112 had been received, with a balance of 70 to be
delivered at 5 per month each in January, February, and March 1955, and 28 in the first and 27
in the second half of calendar year 1956. A review indicated that past and planned procurement
of the H-19 was sufficient to meet computed requirements for that aircraft by the first half of
fiscal year 1957.

Tables of organization for the new experimental Atomic Field Army (ATFA) organizations
provided for a substantial increase in the authorizations of utility helicopters within the field
army, Utility helicopters were authorized within the division, in corps and Army aviation
companies, and in other units. There were indications that the requirement for this aircraft would
expand substantially within the field army during the period 1955-1960, for the performance of
missions which would include those of command and staff transportation; liaison and courier;
acromedical evacuation; transportation of small groups of personnel and limited amounts of
materiel, supplies, and equipment; and transition instrument training.

OCAFF believed that during the period 1955-1960, the requirement for utility aircraft should
be met by both helicopter and fixed wing aircraft. The decision as to whether this requirement
should be met by both types of aircraft or by a fixed wing aircraft with a good short field
performance, a convertiplane, or other configuration should be based on technical developments
and the existing state of the aviation art.

Concerning the procurement of additional helicopters against present and future require-
ments, OCAFF recommended that proposals be obtained from the Bell Aircraft Corporation
relative to production and delivery of a modified H-13 that would incorporate a new engine and
a cabin configuration permitting internal carriage of four persons seated and two litter patients.
OCAFF further recommended that procurement of the H-19 helicopter be limited to the
completion of delivery of the thirty funded for fiscal year 1954 and the fifty-five funded for 1955.
The H-19 aircraft of transportation helicopter companies should be taken as a substitute for the
H-21 or H-34 and be applied against the utility helicopter requirement as soon as the current
shortage of one and one-half ton helicopters would permit.

Finally, OCAFF recommended that, assuming that aircraft selected under the utility helicop-
ter design competition would not become available in quantities until 1959 or 1960, require-
ments be met by the H-19s then on hand and under procurement, supplemented by later
procurement of the modified H-13.!!

Development of the Cargo Helicopter

Among the requirements for Army helicopters, Army Field Forces in mid-1951 expressed a
need for a helicopter with a payload of 3,400 pounds and a range of 200 miles. In addition to
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the H-19, the Army had under procurement the Piasecki H-21, which carried fifteen to twenty
passengers. At that time, Army Field Forces ordered the Army Field Forces Board No. 1 to
review the requirement for a light cargo helicopter. The H-21 was adopted by the Army, but the
first aircraft was not delivered until August 1954. Consequently, plans to equip the 509th
Transportation Helicopter Company with H-21s in late 1952 were deferred in favor of the H-25
helicopter which had been procured from the Navy during the year.”'

It will be recalled that in 1952 the Materiel Requirements Review Panel recommended that
there be three sizes of cargo helicopter in the Army: light cargo with a 2,000-4,000 pound
payload; medium cargo with a 4,000-8,000 pound payload; and heavy cargo with an 8,000 pound
and higher payload. Prior to 1952, the system for processing military characteristics of aircraft
through OCAFF and the Department of the Army had been slow, mainly because each organiza-
tion involved might make changes which required coordination with OCAFF. To reduce to the
minimum the time loss incurred in transmission of correspondence, OCAFF already had directed
the Senior Army Field Forces Liaison Officer at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base to coordinate
informally the military characteristics with the Wright Air Development Center and to submit
any comments or recommendations obtained to the Army Field Forces.

Funds were available in fiscal years 1953 and 1954 to initiate development of the Army
medium helicopter. In order to accomplish this as soon as possible, OCAFF recommended that
after the military characteristics were reviewed that a conference be called by G-3 Research and
Development Branch of the Department of the Army prior to 13 October 1952 to consider
comments and recommendations received from Wright-Patterson Air Force Base and others.
The conference would be empowered to select the agency, if any, 10 initiate development of the
medium cargo helicopter. The military characteristics, as amended, were to be published by the
Department of the Army and forwarded, along with fund authorization, to the agency selecied
as developer with the request that a design competition be initiated to obtain helicopters to satisfy
the revised characteristics.

OCAFF commented that the requirement of a ferry range of 750 nautical miles precluded the
use of a jet power plant with the accruing advantages of simplicity, producibility, and lower
initial cost. It reccommended a ferry range of 400 nautical miles be used. OCAFF considered it
of the utmost importance that the proposed helicopter be as simple and as inexnensive as
possible. The Department of the Army replied in May 1953 that it had reviewed the military
characteristics for the Army medium cargo helicopter for applicability to the 3-ton cargo
helicopter requirement. The Department of the Ammy recommended that the review be con-
ducted as part of the overall project then in progress pertaining to military characteristics for all
Army aircraft listed in the Army Equipment Development Guide. The department, among its
many comments, stated that a requirement for a ferry range of 750 nautical miles was not
justifiable in view of the time required to fly this distance and the pilot fatigue which would be
involved in extended helicopter flights. A study of the probable nceds for ferry range might
produce a different figure.




RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, AND PROCUREMENT

In January 1953, OCAFF directed Army Field Forces Board No. 1 to prepare new military
characteristics on all Army aircraft listed in the latest edition of the Army Equipment
Development Guide. The board was advised to review past actions for the 3-ton payload
helicopter and revise them as needed to reflect any advances in the state of the art or changes in
the latest issue of the guide.'®

Army Field Forces held a conference on 6 November 1953 to review and expedite the military
characteristics for the utility and the 5-ton payload helicopters. The conference participants
concluded that a requirement existed for a 5-ton payload helicopter for movement of troops and
equipment within the combat zone. As envisioned, the helicopter at overload gross weight
would have a 7-ton payload capability at full operational radius. It should have facilities and
equipment for carrying full passenger and cargo capacity internally, or full cargo capacity
externally, and be capable of being quickly converted to carry a maximum number of standard
litters. The helicopter would normally be employed in platoon-, company-, or battalion-size units
with a capability of operating at night and during instrument flight conditions. The 5-ton
payload helicopter would have a mission to transport troops and equipment in the combat zone.
The helicopter would have a cruising speed at sea level of 100 knots and an operating radius of
100 nautical miles. It should be able to hover at 6,000 feet and climb at a rate of 1,000 feet per
minute. Its single engine service ceiling should be 5,000 feet.

Army Field Forces also established the required armor, armament, protection, and design for
the aircraft. Emphasis was to be placed on simplicity of design, mass production, and ease of
maintenance. Capability of operating on standard Army fuel and lubricants normally available
in the combat zone was desired.'*

In mid-February 1954, the Army Field Forces prepared and submitted proposed military
characteristics for a one and one-half ton payload helicopter. This helicopter, which would also
be used for the movement of troops, cargo, and equipment within the combat zone, would have
facilities and equipment for carrying full passenger or cargo capacity internally or full cargo
capacity externally. Capability of quick conversion to carry a maximum number of standard
litters also would be provided. These helicopters would normally be employed in platoons,
companies, or battalions.

The helicopter envisioned by Army Field Forces would have a payload of 3,000 pounds—not
including the pilot and co-pilot. The cruising speed would be 100 knots, and it would have an
operating radius of 100 nautical miles. The helicopter could climb at the rate of 1,000 feet per
minute and would have safe autorotation in case of power or transmission failure. The center of
gravity location and landing gear would be designed to facilitate return to an upright position
when, resting or moving on landing surfaces, the vertical axis would be tipped away
from the vertical.®

Armmy Field Forces in early 1954 also prepared military characteristics for a 3-ton payload
helicopter based on those prepared by Army Field Forces Board No. 1 in December 1953. The
3-ton helicopter would be used to move troops and equipment within the combat zone, would
normally be employed by platoons, companies, or battalions, and would be capable of operating
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at night and in instrument flight conditions. In contrast to the 5-ton helicopter, the 3-ton
helicopter would have a gross weight of 6,000 pounds, but would have the same cruising speed
of 100 knots and operating radius of 100 nautical miles. All other characteristics were also the
same as the 5-ton helicopter, except for the single axie loading which was 5,000 pounds for the
3-ton helicopter in coatrast with 6,000 pounds for the 5-ton aircraft. !

Procurement Planning

The establishment in 1952 of the twelve helicopter battalion program resulted in Transporta-
tion Corps plans for equipping the battalions. These plans were integrated into the overall aircraft
procurement and production picture. Although the twelve battalion program had been approvea
in principle in August 1952, the requirement had been based on the estimated production time,
* rather than on the current troop basis. To facilitate budgetary planning, the Transportation Corps
was directed to fit the requirements to the troop basis and to prepare a recommended procure-
ment program. In December 1952, the Transportation Corps presented requirements for 299
light and 614 medium cargo helicopters and a $670,000,000 program for their procurement from
fiscal year 1953 through fiscal year 1957. It recommended procurement of H-21s and H-34s in
the first three years and proposed that H-16 and H-37 helicopters be procured in prototype
quantities in fiscal year 1954 and in increasing numbers in subsequent years, as production
capacity permitted.

The Secretary of the Army approved the proposed Transportation Corps helicopter procure-
ment program in January 1953. Eighty H-34s were ordered in fiscal year 1953, The recom-
mended quantities of cargo helicopters were included in the fiscal year 1954 budget, and the
amounts and types for subsequent years were approved for planning purposes.

The Transportation Corps soon developed an ambitious but tentative program calling for the
funding of $736,230,000 over a 5-year period. Most of this sum, about $684,000,000, was to be
spent on cargo helicopters. The remainder would be used to procure reconnaissance helicopters
and fixed wing aircraft of the observation, utility, and command types. This program soon
required important modifications. Changes in Air Force and Navy procurement planning left the
Army as the sole buyer of H-21s and H-16s with fiscal year 1954 funds, and resulted in the Army
deferring its production planning for H-16s by one year and providing orders for H-21s to sustain
the Piasecki facility until it could begin producing the H-16s. Moreover, fiscal year 1954 funds,
initially programed for reconnaissance helicopters, were to be used to procure H-19s which
could be used for the utility mission.

The Army Field Forces study of aircraft requirements in the summer of 1953 resulted in a
complete revamping of the procurement program. The new 8-year Transportation Corps
procurement program, which cost approximately $1,700,000,000, placed major emphasis on
cargo helicopters. Few serious technical problems were anticipated in meeting the requirement
for fixed wing or smaller rotary wing aircraft. With the exception of the L-20, which was
replacing the obsolete L-17, fixed wing aircraft requirements were being met by assets on hand
or previous year funding. Initial procurement was limited to the L-20, and subsequent orders
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were delayed until fiscal years 1956 and 1957 in order 1o take advantage of improvements
coming out of the development program. New procurement of reconnaissance helicopters also
was held off until fiscal year 1956 to allow for the determination of the suitability of the XH-32
and XH-26. To meet the utility helicopter requirement, the H-19 was procured in fiscal year
1954, and provision was made in the fiscal years 1956 and 1957 budgets for the procurement of
anew model.

The Army Field Forces review demonstrated an initial requirement for 475 light, 224 medium,
and 214 heavy cargo helicopters. The light cargo needs would be met by previous orders and
by additional procurement of H-21s and H-34s. The medium cargo helicopter, the H-37, was
scheduled to enter production in calendar year 1955. The heavy cargo helicopter, the H-16, was
still in the development stage.

Because of Army Field Forces objections that funds for specific aircraft should not be
committed until it had undergone service testing, G-4 directed that action be held up on H-21s
and H-34s recommended for fiscal year 1954 procurement. The Transportation Corps protested
this action and was supported by the Chief of Staff of the Army who approved the Transportation
Corps procurement program for fiscal year 1954 and for subsequent planning. Steps were taken,
however, to spread out future spending for reconnaissance and cargo helicopters over the 8-year
period to keep within expenditure ceilings.

In the latter part of fiscal year 1954, design difficulties resulted in the cancellation of the fiscal
year 1954 order for fifty-six H-21 helicopters. To compensate for this slippage, action was taken
to increase the fiscal year 1955 procurement of H-34s by a corresponding number. The
procurement of additional H-21s was deferred pending corrective action by the contractor.
Delays in approving and committing research and development funds for the H-16 resulted in
the phasing back of an additional year of its pre-production financing and initial production.”

At the close of fiscal year 1954, the H-19 utility helicopters were in short supply, a shortage
in part attributable to the need to employ these aircraft as interim cargo helicopters. The Army
expected that their release from the cargo mission as new, larger helicopters became available,
plus new procurement, would materially ease the shortage by fiscal year 1956. The H-25 had
been scheduled for delivery beginning in June 1951. Production difficulties delayed initial
deliveries until October 1952. The aircraft proved unsuitable for the utility mission and produc-
tion was halted in 1953. The H-25s already accepted or on order were used as trainers. Thus, the
Army’s cargo helicopter requirement was still to be met at the end of fiscal year 1954. All cargo
helicopter units were equipped with smaller, interim types of aircraft.!®
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Chapter V

THE ORGANIZATION OF ARMY AVIATION

Following World War II, Army aviation, which up to that time had consisted only of organic
air observation for field artillery, was expanded to various other arms. In some cases, as in
separate battalions and regiments, the aircraft and men were made organic to the unit. In the
infantry and armored divisions, all aircraft and crews serving units other than artillery were
included in the division headquarters company. From 1945 to 1950, the allotment of Army
aircraft changed very little. With the outbreak of war in Korea, the expansion of aviation
organization at every level of command, from the Army Field Forces down to the smallest
medical service helicopter ambulance detachment, occurred very rapidly, causing constant
study, review, and change in the allotment of equipment and personnel.

Army Field Forces, the General Staff, and the Transportation Corps worked closely in the
planning and monitoring of the activation, training, and employment of the experimental cargo
helicopter companies. This work increased in importance with the adoption of the twelve cargo
helicopter battalion program. The Transportation Corps assumed similar functions pertaining to
the Army aircraft maintenance units transferred to it from the Ordnance Corps. '

Army Field Forces

The Chief of Army Field Forces had overall responsibility for the organization and training
of Army aviation as it pertained to the Army in the field. Early in 1950, the G-3 Section of Army
Field Forces was the operating agency having general staff responsibility for training, with the
G4 Section responsible for those matters pertaining to logistics. Within the G-3 Section,
responsibility for aviation training at the end of calendar year 1950 was divided between the Air
and Airborne Branch of the Joint Training Maneuvers and Special Projects Division and the
Army Aviation Branch of the Combined Arms Training Division.

Virtually no change occurred in the aviation organization within Army Field Forces from
1950 10 1952, On 20 March 1952, arevised version of Army Regulations 95-5, goveming Army
aviation, was issued. Through the provisions of this regulation the Chief of Army Field Forces
exercised general direction, supervision, and coordination over matters pertaining to the training
of Army aviation personnel, Army Aviation Sections, and Army aviation units utilized by the
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Army in the field. He also was responsible for developing and preparing doctrine pertaining to
the tactical and technical employment of Army Aviation Sections and units utilized by the Army
in the field and for the materiel and equipment necessary in the performance of their missions.

The Chief of Army Field Forces conducted inspections of Army aviation activities and units,
keeping the Chief of Staff of the Army informed of the state of training and operational readiness
of units. Among his technical responsibilities were the preparation, coodination, and revision of
flight regulations for Army aircraft operated in the continental limits of the United States. He
also prepared, coordinated, and revised regulations necessary for the control of Army aircraft
used in disaster operations.

In the area of research and development, the Chief of Army Field Forces prepared and
coordinated proposed military characteristics for Army aircraft and related items of equipment
used in a type field Army. He initiated qualitative requirements for items of Army aviation
equipment for which units in the Army in the field had a primary need and directed and
controlled appropriate Army Field Forces agencies to ensure continued research, development,
and testing of this equipment from the point of view of user interest.!

To carry out these many responsibilities, the component elements of the Office of the Chief
of Army Field Forces were delegated specific areas of interest. The Deputy Chief of Army Field
Forces for Combat Developments had the responsibility for the overall supervision and coor-
dination of the Army aviation program in OCAFF. He coordinated OCAFF efforts in research
and development of both doctrine and materiel for the Army in the field. Included on his
executive staff was a senior officer charged with monitorship of the program. The G-1, Personnel
and Administration, advised the Chief of Army Field Forces and furnished guidance to the staff
on all personnel matters pertaining to Army aviation, determined the spaces, and reviewed
personnel requirements for Army aviation personnel in boards and schools. The G-2, Intel-
ligence, advised the Chief of Army Field Forces and furnished guidance to the staff on matters
pertaining to the employment of aviation in intelligence activities.

The G-3 Training provided advice and guidance on all matters pertaining to the organization,
composition, and training of Army aviation sections and units utilized by the Ammy in the field,
developed and supervised a training program for Army aviation personnel, conducted inspec-
tions of Army aviation activities and units, and determined the state of training and operational
readiness of Army aviation units. The G-3 Section also developed and prepared doctrine
pertaining to the tactical employment of Army aviation sections and units utilized by the Army
in the field and for the materiel and equipment necessary in the performance of their missions.
It prepared, coordinated, and revised flight regulations for Army aircraft operating in the United
States and in disaster operations. In addition, G-3 developed and stated military requirements for
items of Army aviation equipment for units of the Army in the field, evaluated the impact of new
scientific achievements on development of equipment for field units of the Army, and reviewed
all Army aircraft accidents involving fatalities or those which would reflect inadequacies of
training, doctrines, regulations, or equipment.
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Within the G-3 Section, the Army Aviation Branch, Combined Arms Training Division,
initiated and coordinated actions on all general training matters and specifically on matters
pertaining to Army aviation. The division reviewed aviation accident reports, recommended
safety doctrine, and coordinated with the G-3 Schools Division on matters pertaining to aviation
training of Army personnel. This division also coordinated with the Organization and Equipment
Division on the preparation and modification of tables of organization and equipment, tables of
allowances, and tables of distribution for Army aviation units.

The Schools Division of G-3 was responsible for courses, curricula, and instruction for the
Army Aviation School as well as for recommending policy and administrative quotas governing
attendance at the school. The Joint Training Division of G-3 determined the requirements for
modification of existing materiel required for Army aviation operations and the development of
doctrine and techniques. Additional duties included analysis of accident reports and the sub-
sequent recommendations concerning aviation safety doctrine.

During fiscal year 1954, the G-3 Joint Training Division assumed from the Combined Arms
Training Division the responsibility for the determination of requirements for the modification
of existing materiel required for Army aviation. It also revised existing organization, doctrine,
and techniques pertaining to aviation. In addition, the Joint Training Division determined
requirements for the development of new materiel for aviation operations.

The Combat Developments Division of G-3, organized effective 1 October 1952, supervised
the G-3 portion of the combat developments program and specifically was responsible for
materiel requirements and development of organization and doctrine. Its staff included an Army
aviator for full time work on aviation matters.

The G-4 Logistics advised the Chief of Army Field Forces and furnished guidance to the
OCAFF staff on all matters pertaining to logistical support of research and development and
operational requirements of Army aviation. He developed and prepared doctrine pertaining to
the 1 gistical employment of Army aviation units utilized by the Army in the field. He also
provided functional guidance to the staff on matters pertaining to logistical activities as they
related to the training of Army aviation personnel, sections, and units.

The Air and Airborne Division, one of the nine operating divisions of the Development and
Test Section, was responsible for development of military characteristics and for coordination
and control of appropriate Army Field Forces agencies engaged in user tests of aircraft and allied
equipment. The Transportation Section of the Special Staff included an Army aviator to advise
the section chief and to take action on aviation matters.2

Army Field Forces Board No. 1

In the latter part of 1945, Army Ground Forces consolidated the former branch boards into
four Amny Ground Forces Boards under the supervision of its Developments Section. Each
board was assigned definite responsibilities for equipment testing in accordance with designated
types and classes. Army Field Forces Board No. 1 at Fort Bragg eventually became responsible
for tests relating to Army aviation, airborne items, communications and electronics, and field
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artillery. The Army Aviation Service Test Section of the board was responsible for user service
tests, preparation of military characteristics, and conduct of studies and investigations associated
with fixed and rotary wing aircraft.

The conduct of user service tests to ensure that development equipment met the requirements
established for it and that the equipment would do the required job called for broad knowledge
and thorough appreciation of the problems of the field forces as well as constant coordination
and cooperation with other agencies. To ensure that test plans were complete and thorough from
the user viewpoint, continual coordination and liaison was maintained with all Army Field
Forces schools, certain tactical units, and other interested agencies in the conduct of service tests
on equipment. Whenever possible, tests and demonstrations took place at stations other than Fort
Bragg so that opinions and recommendations of other agencies could be secured.

A similar procedure was followed in the preparation of military characteristics and in the
conduct of studies and investigations. In the preparation of military characteristics for the
development of new items of equipment, the board had to know the needs of the field forces.
Moreover, the capabilities of science and industry had to be considered. Toward this end, liaison
was maintained with the technical services and with the civilian research and develop-
ment z\gencies.3

The rapid improvement of Army aircraft in late 1950 led Army Field Forces Board No. 1 to
suggest that the existing equipment tables might be out of balance as to numbers and types of
aircraft assigned. The board therefore recommended to the Chief of Army Field Forces that it
reevaluate the need for aircraft in the various Army units and revise the bases of issue. On 21
November 1950, Army Field Forces concurred in this recommendation. The study directed by
OCAFF was to reevaluate the needs for Army aircraft in the various types of units and
headquarters in order to determine types and quantities recommended for future inclusion in
tables of organization and equipment. The study was to include a reevaluation of existing
allotments as well as desirable new assignments, to include special organimtions.4

Army Field Forces Board No. 1 circulated a questionnaire late in 1950 to interested agencies
for comment, and the entire scope of the study was discussed at an Army Aviation Conference,
held 8-10 January 1951, and attended by representatives of the Department of the Army, Army
Field Forces, the CONUS armies, the principal schools, and the board. The conclusions and
recommendations of the board represented the consensus of both the questionnaires and the
conference. Although the board report reviewed the types of aircraft available or likely
to be available—both rotary and fixed wing—its most significant findings were in the
area of organization.

The board believed that it would be uneconomical to decentralize Army aviation, a change
which would require more equipment and personnel than a centralized organization would need
for the same job. The board also felt that decentralized organization was inefficient because it
would not provide adequate technical command supervision over training, maintenance, and
operations; could not afford to provide all the technical skills needed; would make it difficult to
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take up the slack in maintenance when mechanics were in short supply; and would not conform
to common use of necessary base field equipment.

The board concluded that the formation of an Army Aviation Corps was desirable in order to
provide an adequate structure for the proper management of a highly technical Army, ensure
proper standards of training, provide qualified supervision, promote flight safety, provide a
career outlook for officers comparable to that in other arms and services, and provide a suitable
agency for planning and for monitoring new developments. Such a corps also would fumish an
agency for making recommendations regarding expenditure of the large sums of money then
budgeted for Army aviation. The proposed Army Aviation Corps would be organized to include
aviators and mechanics of the organic air sections, the field maintenance units then designated
as ordnance light aircraft maintenance companies, the transportation helicopter companies, and
any aviation elements which might be added in the future.

Finally, the board recommended that Army aviation in each division be organized into a single
unit of squadron type and that a similar unit be provided in each of the corps and army
headquarters. The assignment of organic Army aircraft to nondivisional organizations was to be
continued, but these were to be limited to the 2-place observer aircraft. No action was taken on
these recommendations at this time.

Staff Organization

A rapid expansion of Army aviation occurred following the implementation of the Materiel
Requirements Review Panel study and the adoption of the Army-Air Force Memorandum of
Understanding in November 1952. The Department of the Army directed Army Field Forces to
conduct a study to determine the most suitable aviation organization on army, corps, and division
level. The OCAFF study, initiated in March 1953, was conducted in coordination with the
Infantry School, the Artillery School, the Command and General Staff College, and the
Chief of Transportation.

In its approach to the problem of suitable aviation organization, the OCAFF group examined
the command and staff functions involved in the administration and control of Army aviation in
order to determine their appropriate place in the organizational structure of the Army. In the
opinion of the study group, consolidation of existing personnel to carry out Army aviation
functions in the division headquarters would bring about the formation of a suitable staff section.
At corps and army headquarters, those people could be integrated into existing staff agencies.

The study group pointed out the advantages accruing from the placement of staff respon-
sibility in a single agency. A single agency would handle all functio::s and would integrate all
the many facets of the program then being separately handled by several agencies. About half
of the pertinent functions relating to Army aviation had already been assigned to a single agency,
the Transportation Corps, while others were being loosely monitored on an uncoordinated basis
by many general and special staff officers as the problem arose. This arrangement prohibited any
real integrity or responsibility for the program. For this reason, and because of the rapid growth
of the complexity of operations, the study group felt that all elements should be drawn into a
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single responsible agency that would provide technical supervision over aviation training,
operations, supply, and maintenance. The Transportation Corps seemed to be the most logical
agency in which to centralize these responsibilities.

At the time of the study, transportation activities in a division were being performed by
Transportation Corps officers and enlisted men assigned to the G-4 section, an unsound
arrangement that required the section to perform the duties of a special staff section at the
expense of its own function. In addition to responsibilities regarding rail and highway move-
ment, the new Army helicopter activities had been superimposed upon the division transporta-
tion officer along with all logistical functions of all Army aviation. The study group
recommended that the division transportation officer be assigned to the special staff. Existing
personnel scattered among the various staff sections would then be consolidated in a suitable
staff section to carry out aviation functions at division headquarters. The need for centralized
maintenance, supply, and logistical support for divisional aviation had long been recognized.
The requirements for pilots to be well trained in their basic arm or service and 1o be under the
command and control of their individual organizational commanders could be met by leaving
the pilots assigned to units and pooling the aircraft and maintenance personnel. Unit com-
manders would continue to assign missions to their pilots and control them during the missions.
The transportation officer would assign the pilot the proper aircraft and relieve the unit
commanders of the responsibility for organizational maintenance of aircraft. He would provide
the logistical support required to operate the common facilities, would constitute the agency to
exercise centralized control when so directed by the division commander, and would provide for
uniform and supervised technical training of aviation personnel.

There were transportation officers on the special staff at the corps and army levels where
Army aviation functions had not been consolidated and specifically assigned to a single staff
section. The study group therefore recommended that the staff function of Army aviation be
assigned to the transportation officer of the corps and army, a move which would involve some
readjustment in the personnel assigned to the staff sections.®

Organization in the Field Army

In another Army aviation study, this one conducted in August 1953, OCAFF concluded that
the transportation staff section at army level should include qualified personnel to exercise
technical staff supervision of Army aircraft maintenance and supply and an Army aviator to
advise the Army transportation officer on employment of transportation helicopter units. The
study group felt that the medical staff section at army level should include one Medical Service
Corps major qualified as an Army aviator to advise the Army surgeon on acromedical evacuation
and employment of medical service helicopter ambulance units. Finally, the OCAFF group
concluded that the signal section at army level should include one signal officer also qualified
as an Army aviator to advise the Army Signal officer on aviation electronics, communications,
and aerial photography.7
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Corps Aviation Organization

In its August 1953 review, Army Field Forces concluded that Army aviation at the corps level
needed reorganization. The proposed reorganized corps aviation section would have a
licutenant colonel as Army aviation officer, two assistant Army aviation officers, and one
operations sergeant assigned to corps headquarters. The corps signal battalion would have six
Army aviators, one aircraft maintenance supervisor, and seven enlisted maintenance personnel
assigned. Nine Army aviators and eleven enlisted men would be assigned to the aviation section
of the corps headquarters company. The Army aviation section of headquarters battery, corps
artillery, would have three Army aviators and five enlisted men assigned.

The Army airfield operative unit, which would be assigned to corps, army, or other major
Army airfield installation in a combat zone, overseas command, or the zone of the interior, had
the mission to provide air traffic control, radio aids for air navigation, flight planning data, and
coordination as required for day, night, and instrument flight operations service. This unit,
composed of 7 operating teams, would consist of 11 officers, 1 warmrant officer, and 71
enlisted men.?

Army Aviation within the Division

The staff organization on the division level for Army aviation had evolved from World War
II when aircraft were authorized only in artillery battalions and in artillery group and division
artillery headquarters batteries. During the war in Korea, this division organization, in the
opinion of Army Field Forces, was weakened by lack of operational facilities, administrative
support, adequate maintenance supervision, and operational supervision to prevent duplication
of missions. This situation was unfortunate because the organization of Army aviation within
the division provided the key to the organization of Army aviation within the Army. Thus, the
same principle of assignment of aircraft to using units or centralization of aircraft in a TOE
aviation unit should be applied to both divisional and nondivisional units. Since using units were
organic to the division, establishment of a TOE aviation company would be a workable solution
in the division. Many administrative, operational, and logistical problems would occur, however,
if this solution were applied to nondivisional units.

OCAFF believed that any reorganization which would reduce the effectiveness of the Army
aviation team, or introduce delaying administrative procedures in obtaining Army aviation
support, would reduce the capability of Army aviation to perform its assigned function. The
assignment of Army aviation to using units within the division was the best means of assuring
unit commanders operational control of the required aviation. The Army Field Forces study
group which reviewed organization on the division, corps, and army level in August 1953
concluded that Army aviation officers should be included in the G-3 section at division level in
order to provide supervision over Army aviation activities and to provide a source of information
concemning Army aviation for the commander and other staff sections. The implementation of
these regommendations had to wait until the development of new division organizations
in 1956.
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Tactical Aviation Units

The war in Korea proved to be a major factor in initiating the concept of close unit aviation
medical support rather than relying solely on the Air Force’s area medical coverage.’ In Korea,
Army aviation units were located in forward areas with major tactical commands and were
separated from Air Force facilities. These units thus were organized to provide medical
evacuation support for the Army. The helicopter detachment—later designated the medical
detachment, helicopter ambulance—operated early in the war, while the transportation helicop-
ter company finally became operational in Korea toward the end of the war after the solution of
a number of organizational problems. During 1954, OCAFF began planning for the formation
of a light cargo fixed wing aircraft company and a division combat aviation company.

Medical Service Helicopter Ambulance Detachments

In June 1950, Army Field Forces recommended to the Department of the Army that a
helicopter organization be provided for each division and field army for the purpose of providing
aerial vehicles for medical evacuation. OCAFF suggested that in a division this organization be
placed under the control of the division surgeon, be operated by Army medical personnel, and
be considered in the same category as a Medical Department ambulance unit.

The evacuation of wounded personnel was handled early in the war in Korea by the Air Force
as a secondary assignment, but the Army, which was quick to notice the advantages of helicopter
evacuation, organized a helicopter detachment composed of four pilots and placed under the
operational control of the Eighth Army surgeon.

By the early months of 1952, H-13 helicopters, with casualties carried on externally mounted
pods, were being used in Korea for medical evacuation. Seventy H-25s were under procurement
to be used for the same mission. Plans for equipping and training twelve helicopter ambulance
detachments were dependent upon the availability of personnel spaces for instructors. Army air
evacuation units, each of which consisted of five utility helicopters flown by medical service
officers, were attached to medical units according to the dictates of terrain and battle conditions.
Normally, one unit would be assigned to each division medical battalion. The units would be
used for forward air evacuation of seriously wounded casualties to Mobile Army Surgical
Hospitals located in the vicinity of the division medical battalion or to evacuation hospitals
located farther to the rear. Casualties would be picked up where wounded, if possible, or picked
up at the battalion aid station if the terrain or battle conditions prohibited normal evacuation.

In August 1952, after four helicopter detachments had arrived in Korea and operated with
considerable success, the Department of the Army authorized the activation of helicopter
ambulance units, redesignated medical detachments, helicopter ambulance. Requirements for
medical service helicopter ambulance detachments recommended by the Materiel Requirements
Review Panel on 31 July 1952 were approved by the Army Chief of Staff on 28 August 1952.

With the ever increasing tempo of the war, the Department of the Army granted authority to
the Far East Command to organize six medical helicopter ambulance detachments, each having
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a strength of seven officers and twenty-one enlisted men. These air evacuation units, equipped
with H-13 helicopters and flown by other than medically trained pilots, were provided for the
same purpose as the ambulance company and were attached to the division. These units were
not restricted to the division area. By evacuating seriously wounded casualties directly to
evacuation hospitals, the load on the Mobile Army Surgical Hospitals would be reduced, as
would be the requirement for medical personnel and installations in the forward areas. '

In August 1953, OCAFF recommended the organization of helicopter ambulance detach-
ments equipped with five utility helicopters and manned by seven pilots with appropriate
supporting personnel and equipment. OCAFF also recommended a mobilization program for
helicopter ambulance detachments on a ratio of one unit per two divisions and a plan for twelve
detachments to support the fiscal year 1954 woop program. These twelve detachments, in
addition to meeting operational requirements of the troop program, would provide training
personnel for the Medical Field Service School, the schools of the arms and services, and for
participation in field exercises in the continental United States.!!

Light Cargo Fixed Wing Aircraft Company

Because of difficulties in the procurement of H-21 helicopters to equip transportation helicop-
ter companies, OCAFF recommended to the Department of the Army in July 1954 that the
deHavilland OTTER be adopted as substitute standard for the one and one-half-ton payload
cargo helicopter. The OTTER was a fixed wing aircraft which compared favorably with the H-21
on an initial cost, spare parts cost, man-hour maintenance, payload, operational radius, POL
consumption, and general performance basis. OCAFF recommended that approximately 100
OTTERS be procured for equipping one battalion of transportation cargo aircraft companies
(light) in lieu of one programed battalion of transportation helicopter companies (light).

The Department of the Army on 30 September 1954 approved the early activation of three
light cargo fixed wing aircraft companies and directed Army Field Forces to prepare a TOE for
this organization. OCAFF established a tactical mission for fixed wing cargo aircraft of directly
supporting forces in the combat zone by providing tactical air mobility and tactical aerial supply
The unit was assigned a TOE designator in the 1 series—aviation—instead of the 55 series—
transportation—and was given the title, Army aviation transport company (airplane). The
organization of this company was a significant step in the development of Army transport
aviation and constituted the first recognition of the airplane as a major element of Army tactical
transport aviation. 12

Division Combat Aviation Company

As part of the planning for an experimental new type field army—known as the ATFA
(Atomic Field Army)—OCAFF in 1954 began the development of a TOE for a division combat
aviation company. The mission of the company was to support the division and its elements
through day and night aerial observation, reconnaissance, and surveillance. The company also
was (0 be capable of limited air movement of troops, supplies, and equipment. Other missions
included battlefield illumination, acromedical evacuation, wire laying, radio relay and
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propaganda leaflet dissemination, artillery survey, couricr and messenger service, and aerial
transportation of commanders and staffs.

The division aviation officer would serve both as a commander and a staff officer. In addition
to commanding the division combat aviation company, he would be a special staff officer and
provide advice to the division commander and coordination with the division and subordinate
unit staffs. Both the division aviation officer and aviation detachment commanders would be
responsible for organization and operation of the air installation, reconnaissance, conduct of
displacement, security, air defense, maintenance, discipline, and training. Staff responsibilities
of the division aviation officer and aviation detachment commanders included advising the
division commander and subordinate staffs concerning the planning, employment, and estab-
lishment of operational policies with respect to Army aviation.

The division combat aviation company was organized for operation in one or more combat
elements in order to permit support of the division and its subordinate units from one or several
locations as the tactical situation dictated. The organization was designed for maximum
flexibility in order to meet changing tactical requirements. The company would be fully mobile
and capable of supporting itself and detached combat elements with specialized aviation logistic
functions. Its proposed TOE called for 143 officers and men.

The company headquarters was to be divided into four sections. The headquarters section
would include the company commander (division aviation officer), who was to be concemed
with overall planning, staff coordination, and command liaison activities; and the company
executive (assistant division aviation officer) who was to have command supervision of
the company.

The operations section, responsible for operational planning for the company and its elements,
would consist of the operations officer who would be responsible for overall supervision of
operational planning and aircraft utilization within the company; the assistant operations officer
(combat) who would conduct the planning and supervise the operations of the combat platoon,
as well as being the unit intelligence officer; the assistant operations officer (combat support)
who would conduct the planning and supervise the operations of the combat support platoon;
and the assistant operations officer (special missions) who would conduct the planning and
supervise the operations of the special missions platoon and would be the unit communications
officer. The communications section would contain the men and equipment necessary for
installation and operation of wire, radio, and teletype communications for the company and for
specialized aviation navigation devices. It also would perform second echelon maintenance on
specialized aviation signal equipment. The technical inspection section would perform techni-
cal inspections of aircraft to determine serviceability and compliance with technical orders. The
combat platoon of the division combat aviation company would consist of three identical flights,
each consisting of four L-19 aircraft and one H-13 helicopter, with men and equipment for
sustained operations when detached from the company.

The combat support platoon would consist of two flights. A light cargo fixed wing flight
would have seven L-20 aircraft capable of aerial resupply by air landing, paradrop, and freefall
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drop of three and one-half tons of equipment or supplies in one sortie, or movement of a platoon
of combat troops. A light cargo helicopter flight would be equipped with seven H-19 helicopters
and would be capable of resupply or movement of specialist teams and equipment as well as
movement of a platoon of combat troops. Both flights would be capable of supplementing the
special mission platc:on in aeromedical evacuation and administrative aerial transportation.

The special mission platoon would consist of a light helicopter flight of twelve H-13
helicopters and a fixed wing flight of three L-19s. The helicopter flight would provide command
liaison transportation for the division commander, assistant division commander, division
artillery commander, and their staffs. Six of the helicopters would have the primary mission of
providing battlefield acromedical evacuation for the division and, in addition, would provide a
means for engineer and other specialized reconnaissance, signal courier and message service,
and artillery survey. The fixed wing flight would provide photo reconnaissance by hand held
and mounted cameras for the division as a supplement to photo reconnaissance of the other
services and that provided by the combat platoon elements when detached with combat com-
mands. In addition, the fixed wing flight would provide combat reconnaissance specifically for
the division staff,

The aviation service platoon would consist of three sections—the aviation maintenance
section, the aviation supply section, and the refueling section. The aviation maintenance section
would perform second echelon aircraft maintenance, including adjustments, minor repairs, and
replacement of components, second echelon periodic inspections, and component calendar
inspections of all aircraft assigned to the company. The aviation supply section would ac-
complish receipt, issue, storage, and turn-in of aircraft parts, components expendables, and
accessories. The refueling section would draw, transport, store, and dispense the various
aviation petroleum, oil, and lubricants required by the company.13

Cargo Helicopter Units
Concepts for the employment of cargo helicopter units were developed in an evolutionary
fashion. Early Army planning had envisioned the assignment of helicopter companies directly
to divisions and helicopter battalions to corps. In view of the high cost and scarcity of helicopters,
the lack of experience regarding their employment, and their small unit capacity, it was
determined subsequently to assign cargo helicopter units to field armies.

Early in August 1950, the Department of the Army requested that Army Field Forces submit
recommendations regarding the organization, activation, and stationing for four of the five
transportation helicopter companies which had been approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
the Secretary of Defense for fiscal year 1951. Approximately 500 spaces had been included in
the augmented fiscal year 1951 Troop Basis which had been approved by the Joint Chiefs of
Suaff. In July 1950, the Department of the Army G-3 had approved the purchase of H-19
helicopters to equip the four companies. The success of the first four companies would be a
controlling factor in the organization of the proposed fifth company. The Department of the
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Army requested that OCAFF prepare a TOE and plan to arrange procurement by the end of fiscal
year 1951 for the largest and best available aircraft to equip the fifth helicopter company.

Tentative doctrine, issued in December 1950, contemplated that the field armies would attach
helicopter companies to corps, divisions, or smaller tactical units for specific operations. Used
to augment existing transportation facilities, the companies would greatly enhance the speed and
flexibility of ground combat units and make possible operations in areas where terrain and
operating conditions rendered impracticable the use of other means of transportation.

On 24 October 1950, a tentative TOE had been issued for the transportation helicopter
company. In the absence of a prototype helicopter suitable to the proposed mission, an organiza-
tion was created to utilize a type of helicopter which the Army did not po:sess and could plan
on procuring at some future date. Reflecting great credit on the foresight of the planning officers,
this original TOE was virtually unchanged when the first transportation helicopter company was
deployed to Korea late in 1952. The TOE called for 7 commissioned officers, 28 warrant
officers, and 76 enlisted men. The company was composed of three helicopter platoons, with
nine pilots per platoon. The company had twenty-one light cargo helicopters—H-19s or H-21s—
and two H-13 utility helicopters. One utility helicopter was in the maintenance and service
section and the other in the operations section. On 1 November 1950, the first helicopter
company—the Ist Transportation Helicopter Company, Army—was activated at Fort sill.!

As a result of experience, the TOE was revised in August 1952. The new TOE called for a
unit with 131 officers, warrant officers, and enlisted men and 21 cargo and 2 utility helicopters.
Since helicopters were unusually complex and existing aircraft maintenance units were equipped
largely to care for fixed wing aircraft, it proved necessary to provide for Transportation Corps
field maintenance detachments for each cargo helicopter unit. Such detachments were
activated beginning in late 1952, and two accompanied the cargo helicopter companies
assigned to Korea.!?

One of the most significant changes in the new TOE was the substitution of commissioned
officer pilots for warrant officer pilots. The Transportation Corps strongly objected to this
change. In order to provide for the recruitment and retention of cargo helicopter pilots, the
Transportation Corps recommended that they be given the grade of warrant officer, and that an
appropriate career ficld be established. It had been determined, however, that it was imprac-
ticable to set up a definite grade or rank for cargo helicopter pilots. In practice, the Transportation
Corps used both officers and warrant officers as helicopter pilots, with the latter flying cargo
helicopters as their primary duty. After studies had shown that the twelve battalion program
would require 2,000 pilots, recommendations for the approval of the warrant officer grade for
cargo helicopter pilots were renewed. These proposals were under consideration at the
end of 1954.'

The next logical step was the development of an organization to control and administer cargo
helicopter companies assigned to the field armies. Army Field Forces did not accept the
Transpontation Corps idea of establishing a fixed battalion organization with a predetermined
number of assigned companies. Because of the limited availability of cargo helicopters and the
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early stage of the testing of their use, it appeared that their employment in operations would be
limited to separate company rather than battalion-size organizations for some time. Army Field
Forces favored the establishment of an interim flexible battalion headquarters to direct a varying
number of helicopter companies, each of which would be capable of separate operations if
required in an active theater.

In line with this reasoning, an interim TOE was published in June 1953 providing for a
battalion headquarters to direct two to four helicopter companies and accompanying field
maintenance detachments. The detachments were subsequently reorganized as teams, and
provision was made for grouping them in those cases where parent helicopter companies were
brought under a battalion. Steps also were taken to augment helicopter companies with cellular
helicopter teams in order to provide short haul liaison and cargo and personnel movements.

As of 30 June 1954, there were three cargo helicopter battalion headquarters, seven com-
panies, and an equal number of field maintenance detachments in CONUS and overseas. This
number was still considerably short of the goal of twelve battalion headquarters and thirty-six
cargo helicopter companies approved by the Chief of Staff of the Army in August 1952. In large
part, this was due to the need for scheduling activations in accordance with the availability of
equipment. Another limiting factor was the shortage of pilots. Despite the efforts at intensified
recruiting and publicity, the Army-wide shortage persisted.

Transportation Corps efforts in the development of doctrine and organization for Army
aircraft maintenance units began with its assumption of the logistical support mission in August
1952. At that time, the only TOE aircraft maintenance units were field maintenance companies
and repair teams brought into the Transportation Corps from Ordnance. No formal provision had
been made for the administration and back-up support of such units at the field army level. In
Korea, however, an improvised battalion organization had been developed, providing valuable
guidance to the Transportation Corps in formulating concepts for the organization and utilization
of maintenance units.

By the end of 1953, the Transportation Corps had developed a suitable organization and
published TOE’s for a battalion consisting of a headquarters detachment, three transportation
Army aircraft maintenance (TAAM) companies, and a heavy maintenance and supply company.
The headquarters would exercise command, staff planning, and administrative functions for the
assigned units. The TAAM companies, reorganized with additional personnel and equipment
and set up to handle rotary wing as well as fixed wing aircraft, would each handle the field
maintenance and recovery of the aircraft of an army corps. They also would furnish supplies and
spars parts for organizational and third echelon maintenance. When necessary, these units
would be augmented by transportation Army aircraft repair (TAAR) teams. Back-up (fourth
echelon) support for the TAAM companies and repair teams and the evacuation of salvageable
and repairable materials to the Air Force depot maintenance facilities were to be accomplished
by the heavy maintenance and supply company. As of 30 June 1954, there were 2 battalion
headquarters, 7 TAAM companies, and 8 TAAR teams at various locations in CONUS and
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overseas. Orders had been issued for the activation of the first heavy maintenance and supply
company at Fort Eustis.!”

Supply Support

Division of Responsibility

Early in 1950, supply and maintenance support for Army aircraft cut across service lines. The
Air Force handled purchase and depot storage and issue of spare parts, tools, and other
equipment for Army aircraft and performed the necessary depot maintenance. The Army
determined requirements for those air items needed for operation and maintenance of aircraft,
made funding arrangements, placed cross-service orders for their procurement, and performed
storage, issue, and maintenance at organization and field levels. Responsibility for supply
support of Army aircraft below the depot level and for coordination with the Air Force regarding
depot support initially was assigned to the Ordnance Corps in June 1949. Following the
assumption of the logistical support mission by the Transportation Corps in 1952, the Trans-
portation Corps Army Aviation Field Service Office (TCAAFSO) became responsible for the
procurement, supply control, and maintenance tasks.!8

Expansion of Responsibility

With the outbreak of the war in Korea and the sudden expansion of requirements, it became
necessary to provide for support of new helicopters coming into the system on the basis of
limited experimental data. Limited production capacity, long lead time, and continuing design
changes further complicated the supply support problem. The program tended to outgrow the
personnel and facilities provided. The establishment of Transportation Corps liaison offic=rs at
Air Force depots resulted in expedited supply action on requisitions from the field and closer
cognizance of Army stocks. Procedures were set up for joint Army-Air Force action in
determining the range and quantity of spare parts and equipment required for concurrent delivery
with the aircraft, and in developing supporting technical data. This provided a sound basis for
the supply and maintenance support of aircraft during their initial phase of operation. Measures
also were taken to step up procurement of air items required for the replenishment of stocks for
aircraft already in the system.19

Shortage of Parts

A chronic shortage of spare parts for aircraft was precipitated by delays in providing sufficient
funds for replenishment of parts, long production lead times, and difficulties inherent in an
interservice system. While the spare parts shortage was world-wide, it was especially critical in
the Far East, where aircraft were operated and maintained under extremely rugged conditions.

The spare parts problem in Korea was symptomatic of various difficulties encountered by the
Transportation Corps in the supply support area. Initial purchases of spare parts for helicopters
based on limited experience and a low estimate of flying time proved inadequate for expansion
of helicopter employment following the outbreak of war. As a result of the buildup of parts
required for support, the TCAAFSO had to recompute supply requirements and arrange for
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additional procurement to compensate for previous deficiencies. The supply shortage was
aggravated by delays in providing adequate funds for the follow-up procurement of spare parts.
The $10,000,000 budgeted for fiscal year 1954 by the Ordnance Corps for replenishment spare
parts was less than one-half the amount required to support the operating program in effect.
Efforts to obtain additional funds were not immediately successful. Restrictions on the release
of funds limited the amount that could be obligated quarterly during the first half of fiscal year
1954. The necessary funds finally were made available in December 1953, and purchasing action
was instituted. Because of the long production lead time, however, it was anticipated that
material relief of existing shortages would be delayed six to eighteen months.2

Incompatibility of Army and Air Force Supply Structures

Adequate logistical support of Army aircraft was further complicated by the incompatibility
of the Army and Air Force supply structures. The Air Force’s distribution and accounting
systems were not responsive to Army requirements. The Air Force failed to supply the Army
with timely and accurate information regarding the status of Army stocks in Air Force depots.
This situation resulted in impairment of supply control, budgetary planning, and procurement
action by the Transportation Corps and serious losses of Army equities due to absorption in Air
Force stocks or diversions to Air Force use.

Late in 1953, agreement was reached regarding the refining and improvement of Air Force
stock position reports. Provision was made for the advance notice to the Army of withdrawals
from its equities and for improved reimbursement procedures. These measures did not materially
improve the situation. Stock status data furnished by the Air Force continued 1o be untimely,
incorrect, and lacking in uniformity. Army report requirements were basically incompatible
with Air Force requirements and procedures. Remedial action proposed by the TCAAFSO
included the placement of records of Army equities of secondary transportation air items at Air
Force CONUS depots under TCAAFSO control; the designations of Army-Air Force audit
teams to investigate and correct discrepancies relating to stock status of Army equities; and the
conduct of negotiations for segregation of Army stocks in Air Force depots until such time as
the Army assumed full responsibility for supply and maintenance of Army aviation,

By the end of fiscal year 1954, the Air Force depot support of the Army had not worked out.
The problem appeared to be the inability of the Army to perform the supply control and
budgeting functions with the record keeping and depot repoiting system employed by the Air
Force. A total of $3,000,000 in parts that had been diverted from Army equity were recovered
in fiscal year 1954, alone. The Army would either have to assume control of stocks in Air Force
depots or perform the depot function itself 2

Depot Transfer

By the latter part of fiscal year 1954, it was obvious that action should be taken to transfer
depot responsibilities. Negotiations with the Air Force for the transfer of the responsibility had
been undertaken by the Chief of Ordnance in 1951, and regulations published by the Army had
announced its intent to take over the depot functions. The Materiel Requirements Review Panel
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Study of July 1952 found the interservice system of depot support neither efficient nor economi-
cal and recommended the transfer of the responsibility. Upon the transfer of the logistical support
mission to the Transportation Corps, however, it was decided to hold the project in abeyance
until the latter had absorbed the functions assigned. The Chief of Transportation drew up new
plans for the assumption by the Army of the depot support function, but these plans were
deferred because of personnel and budgetary limitations.

Continuing problems with the depot support brought the matter up for reconsideration. By the
latter part of fiscal year 1954, it was obvious at the highest Army levels that action should be
taken to effect the transfer. The Air Force, which earlier had indicated some opposition, now
appeared willing to go along with such a transfer of functions. At the close of the fiscal year,
joint Army-Air Force negotiations looking toward assumption by the Army of the depot support
responsibility were in progress.

In the interim, the Transportation Corps took various actions in an attempt to improve the
situation. It attempted to eliminate backlogged orders, develop more accurate demand and usage
data, and establish interim and long range programs to place support on a sound basis. The war
initiated a program to facilitate supply and maintenance through the standardization of aircraft
by geographical locations wherever possible. Steps were taken to develop flying hour programs
that would assure effective utilization of assigned aircraft and permit more accurate planning for
their supply and maintenance. Provision was made for development and periodic revision of
flying hour quotas for various types of aircraft. The Transportation Corps proposed that army
area commanders be responsible for monitoring aircraft utilization in their areas in order to
assure that established quotas were met and to take corrective action in the event of deficient
utilization. Consistent failure to obtain the minimum criteria for use of equipment would result
in the redistribution or withdrawal of aircraft. These proposals were expected to provide a
standard provisioning and budgeting guide for all Army technical services involved in supplying
air items and for the Air Force in budgeting for and programing depot maintenance activities.
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Chapter VI

EARLY AVIATION TRAINING

The outbreak of the war in Korea imposed an immediate requirement for the expansion of
aviator and mechanic training. The Department of the Army increased the authorized over-
strength of Army aviators from 50 to 100 percent, began the activation of helicopter transporta-
tion companies, and started calling up Reserve Component units. In addition, a standing
requirement for twelve replacement pilots each month was established for the Far East Com-
mand. The recent transfer of 200 airplane and engine mechanics to light maintenance units had
left tactical units short of qualified mechanics. The activation of the helicopter transportation
companies and other new units would further increase the requirements for mechanics.

The Impact of the Korean Conflict

Even before the Korean conflict, the Department of the Army had asked the Air Force to
increase the class capacity of the Army liaison pilot course from forty to sixty students, but the
Air Force stated that no aircraft were available to meet that requirement. Possible solutions to
the training problem included the purchase of Piper PA-19 aircraft for training and utilization of
civilian contractors, as had been done during World War II. The utilization of civilian contrac-
tors seemed to be the best solution to the OCAFF G-3, as it would eliminate problems of men
and equipment.

The general feeling within the Department of the Army was that the Army could handle its
own training program. In August 1950, the OCAFF G-3 Section recommended that the Army
begin conducting all aviation personnel training and phase out Air Force training as early as
practicable. An Army training plan would be developed, the Air Force would be advised of the
proposed action, and plans would be made to phase out Air Force training and to withdraw Army
equipment then being used by the Air Force.!

The OCAFF G-3 calculated that at that time there was an immediate requirement for training
approximately 919 Army aviators to meet Regular Army needs alone—a 144 annual require-
ment in the Far East Command, 200 for helicopter transportation companies, and 575 to build
up to authorized strength. In addition, the National Guard Bureau had a requirement for 200
Army aviators per year, and the Organized Reserve Corps was short aviators. Although
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personnel reports indicated a surplus of airplane and engine mechanics, G-3 did not believe there
was an actual surplus. Plans for training would have to be sufficiently flexible to permit
expansion on short notice. Also, the rotary wing mechanic training program had to be expanded
to meet the needs of the helicopter transportation companies.

The Artillery School reported that it could train the Army’s aviators and airplane and engine
mechanics. It also reported that it could expand to a maximum annual output of 480 Army
aviators, and, if additional expansion were required, civilian Civil Aeronautics Administration
approved schools could be used for the basic phase of the Army aviator course and also airplane
and engine mechanics training.

The proposal of the Artillery School reflected a 157 percent increase in the capacity of the
Army fixed wing aviator course, although there would be very little change in the capacity of
the helicopter pilot, airplane and engine mechanic, and rotary wing mechanic courses. The
expansion required a 147 percent increase in personnel and a 50 percent increase in aircraft. In
addition to aircraft, necessary additional equipment, facilities, training aids, and $20,000 for
rehabilitation of class rooms would be required.

The OCAFF G-3 reported that training could be implemented with an Army aviator course
nine weeks after receipt of the directive; a helicopter pilot course ten days after receipt, if
additional personnel were available; and an Army airplane and engine mechanic course and an
Army rotary wing mechanic course four weeks after the rehabilitation of class rooms.2

As aresult of these recommendations, on 24 August 1950, General Mark W. Clark proposed
that the Army conduct all training of Army aviation personnel and that the Army Field Forces
be authorized to take the necessary action to implement such a program, These recommenda-
tions found considerable support at Department of the Army level and resulted in the estab-
lishment of the Joint Ad Hoc Committee on Evaluation of the Current System of Training Army
Aviators and Mechanics in January 1951. The committee, composed of representatives from the
Army and the Air Force, was 1o determine whether or not the current system satisfied qualitative
and quantitative requirements for trained personnel and whether or not it achieved optimum
utilization of committed resources. Matters considered by the committee included the ac-
complishment of the training objective, maximum use of available facilities and manpower,
provision of a continuing source of men in the event of mobilization, and improvement of
training procedures. The qualification of instructors, flying techniques for combat missions, and
the reduction of the number of washouts also were considered.

The Air Force continued to voice strong objections to the transfer of the entire training
mission to the Army. As a result of the failure to reach a satisfactory agreement between the two
services, the transfer of responsibilities had to await the final approval of the entire Army
aviation program. No basic changes in the training system were therefore made until the
establishment of the Army Aviation School.?
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Helicopter Pilot Training

While the Army and the Air Force continued their dispute over the control of training, the
existing training programs steadily expanded. Reflecting the growing Army interest in helicop-
ters, the number of graduates from the tactical helicopter course increased from eight in the first
class on 8 December 1948 to 274 by fiscal year 1953, Early in 1951, the enroliment of the Army
Field Forces Helicopter Pilot Course had jumped to 18 students, while the class capacity for
helicopter pilots trained by the Air Force was raised from 6 to 11 students. The overall program
stayed at one class every two weeks.

In November 1950, Army Field Forces asked the Artillery School to provide requirements for
training pilots and mechanics for helicopter transportation companies. OCAFF anticipated that
personnel and equipment previously requested in October, except light cargo helicopters, would
be available by February, with the starting date of each class approximately 1 March. The class
capacity for both pilots and mechanics was set at fifty, with the duration of the courses not to
exceed nineteen weeks. Each of the classes was scheduled to terminate at an appropriate time
for the activation of the respective helicopter transportation companies in accordance with the
anticipated delivery schedule of cargo helicopters from the manufacturer. The Artillery School
scheduled the Army Helicopter Transport Class to be twelve weeks long, since it expected that
students would be selected from among trained Ammy aviators. All remaining pilot classes
would be nineteen weeks. Since the students for the first Army Helicopter Transport Mechanics
Class were to be trained automobile mechanics, that class would be thirteen weeks long, with
subsequent classes being sixteen weeks.

The Artillery School noted that in order to conduct the training, it would be necessary to
augment the proposed tables of distribution for the staff and faculty of the Air Training
Department by 41 officers, 1 warrant officer, 109 enlisted men, and 1 civilian. Most of the
enlisted men were mechanics, the requirement for which was based on a ratio of one and one
half mechanics per utility helicopter and three per cargo helicopter. Thisty-two of the forty-one
officers had to be qualified helicopter flight instructors. The bulk of the requested officers would
be trained as fixed wing instructors, replacing some instructors then assigned to the Air Training
Department who were to be trained as helicopter instructors. At least ten additional utility
helicopters would be required for instructor training and would have to be provided no later than
11 December. In order to conduct the transport helicopter class, it would be necessary to provide
thirty-five utility helicopters and twelve cargo helicopters. The mechanics for the maintenance
of those helicopters were to be provided concurrently with the delivery of the helicopters.

The necessity of factory training for instructor personnel would arise only for cargo helicop-
ters. The Artillery School therefore requested that it be authorized to send one officer and two
enlisted instructors to the appropriate factory for a course in the erection and maintenance of
cargo helicopters.‘

‘The expansion of training activities at the Artillery School placed a strain upon the facilitics
at Fort Sill. Early in April 1951, Army Field Forces began studying the feasibility of moving a
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portion of the helicopter training to Fort Riley. Prohibitive costs, however, kept all of the
training at Fort Sill until the founding of the Aviation School at Fort Rucker in 19533

Expansion of Courses

Changes in the Army helicopter program in the summer of 1952 required a major revision of
the training program. The Department of the Army changed all warrant officer pilot spaces in
the new transportation helicopter companies to officer pilot spaces. in addition, the Department
approved a TOE for medical evacuation helicopter detachments which included officer helicop-
ter pilots. The increase in personnel resulting from these actions and the proposed activation
schedule of new units necessitated a revision in the course being conducted at the Artillery
School for transport helicopter pilots.

Army Field Forces considered that the most desirable and economical method for training
Medical Service Corps pilots would be to integrate them into the pilot course then being
conducted for Tranéportation Corps personnel. That course could be revised to provide training
for any service requiring only transport helicopter type training.

Army Field Forces informed the Artillery School in late July that in order to provide personnel
to fill both transportation and medical units on the dates required, it would be necessary to
graduate 196 pilots—an increase of 46 over the number planned for fiscal year 1953. Future
planning indicated that there would be a requirement for 235 Transportation Corps helicopter
pilots by October 1954, It would therefore be necessary to enter approximately 250 students to
produce the 196 required by August 1953 and 300 students to obtain the 235 required
by October 1954.

Army Field Forces anticipated that personnel for all future Transportation and Medical
Service pilot classes would be officers. It would be necessary at first to assume that all students
would meet the existing fixed wing flight time requirements required for the Transportation
Helicopter Pilot Course. OCAFF pointed out to the Artillery School that it might be necessary
to arrange classes so as to graduate part of the personnel for certain units prior to the unit ready
date. Classes were to start no later than the scheduled transportation helicopter class in Septem-
ber 1952.

The expansion in the number of helicopter units naturally led to an increased demand for
mechanics. Army Field Forces believed that the most efficient method of meeting this require-
ment would be to expand the existing Transportation Helicopter Mechanic Course. In order to
meet the requirements for transport helicopter mechanics, it was necessary to graduate 266—116
more than the number which had been planned for fiscal year 1953. In addition, future
requirements for Transportation Corps helicopter mechanics were 430. Therefore, 360 students
would have to be entered to obtain the 266 required by August 1953, and approximately 580
students to get the 430 needed by October 1954.

The Antillery School reported that the men and equipment were available to start both the pilot
and mechanic courses in September. There was sufficient time to train pilot instructors prior to
the expansion in the sizes of the classes in January 1953. The most expeditious manner of
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obtaining flight instructors was to authorize the retention of approximately 20 percent of each
of the first four classes. The Artillery School proposed a class capacity of 25 mechanics each
two weeks, beginning in September, and building up to a resident load of 175 mechanic students
by 12 January 1953. This solution reduced the requirements for classrooms and training aids,
and resulted in the maximum use of assistant enlisted instructor pc:rsonne:l.6

Liaison Pilot Training

Early in 1950, the training of liaison pilots for the Army was still being conducted in two
increments—the Air Force Liaison Pilot Course at Connally Air Force Base, and the Light
Aviation Officer Course at the Artillery School. In November 1949, the Army Field Forces had
requested that the Air Force expand the quota for the liaison pilot training program from
thirty-five to forty students per class. At the same time, the attrition factor was adjusted from 40
to 26 percent, a change which was expected to meet the requirement to fill existing pilot
vacancies. Army Field Forces also requested that there be some flexibility in class capacity to
allow for unexpected changes in National Guard input.

The Air Training Command agreed to the changes in class quotas and attrition rate, but
refused the request for flexibility in class entrance rates. As a possible solution o, the problem,
the Air Training Command suggested that the number of Regular Army students be increased
or decreased to adjust for any problems encountered with the National Guard quota. Army Field
Forces replied that this was not a satisfactory solution since the Regular Army students were
assigned on a permanent change of station, and it would be injurious to morale to make last
minute changes. The Air Trainiag Command finally agreed to permit small overloads in the class
capacity of forty as long as this was compensated by areduction in the size of subsequent classes.
The Army furnished three additional L-16s for the expanded training program.’

In May, the Department of the Army informed Army Field Forces that the output of trained
aviation officers from the Artillery School had only moderately exceeded the normal attrition
rate. With the recent reduction in the number of reserve officers on extended active duty, the
need for an additional input into the aviation program was imperative. The Department of the
Army recommended that the class quota for Regular Army and reserve officers on extended
active duty be doubled from twenty to forty. At the same time, the quota for Reserve and
National Guard officers in the classes would remain the same, requiring a class input of sixty.

The Air Force informed the Army that this proposed increase could be met provided
additional resources were available. The Department of the Army informed the Army Field
Forces in August that the aircraft required were not available because of operational commit-
ments. It requested that other means be considered to accelerate training to meet current and
projected requirements. It had suggested to the Chief of Staff of the Air Force that the
curriculum be revised to eliminate nonessential elements and that the work week be increased
to forty-four hours. Apparently the question of expanding pilot training was related to the
increased requirements resulting from the war, rather than the original personnel problems.
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In September, the Department of the Air Force agreed to expand the training classes from
forty to forty-eight students, an increase of 20 percent. Army Field Forces advised the Artillery
School that this increase at Connally Air Force Base could be expected to result in a correspond-
ing increase in the tactical phase of training.8

The need for trained pilots soon led to another increase in the fixed wing training program.
On 7 February 1951, the Department of the Army directed Army Field Forces to expand the class
capacity to fifty students effective 2 April. The frequency of the class also was changed to one
class every six weeks. The Army would furnish the Air Force with thirty-six L-16s and seven
L-5s to conduct this expanded training program. This expansion raised the annual output of this
course to 300 pilots per year.9

The Department of the Army submitted its training requirements for fiscal year 1952 in April
1951. At first estimate, the Army stated that it would need 624 light aviation officers, a require-
ment which increased to 1,542 by the time a conference was held on 22 May. At the conference,
the Air Force representatives stated that they would be able to train the necessary number of
pilots, but requested that they be given a day to study the requirement and to compute the number
of training aircraft to be fumished. On 24 May, the Air Force furnished a plan for a 17-week
course for fixed wing pilots which would begin on 27 August 1951 with a class capacity of 255
and an attrition rate of 25 percent. The student load varied from 131 in July to 867 in late
November, The Air Force estimated that it would need 388 L-19s and 136 L-5s by November to
conduct the training. These aircraft would be furnished on a phased schedule as the
student load expanded.

On 25 May, the Department of the Army requested that OCAFF study the Air Force training
proposal to determine if the Army could accept the trainees from the Air Force at the proposed
rate and phase them into tactical training at Fort Sill. Consideration was to be given to aircraft
production schedules and availability of housing and classroom facilities and instructor person-
nel. Shortly thereafter, the Department of the Army questioned the Artillery School concerning
the capabilities of the Air Training Department. The School prepared a preliminary plan in
which it would receive student aviators from San Marcos Air Force Base beginning on 15
December 1951 at a rate of 200 per month. OCAFF also asked the Air Training Department for
a preliminary estimate of what additional instructor personnel, aircraft, and facilities would be
required. The Artillery School felt it could handle the proposed load, but would need 14
additional flight instructors—one-third of whom could be civilians, 13 officers and 4 enlisted
ground schoot instructors, 255 2-place training aircraft (preferably L-19s), an additional stage
field, and two expandable hangars.lo

Fixed Wing and Helicopter Mechanic Training
During World War I1, student aircraft mechanics were selected from members of the ground
forces who had considerable mechanical experience. These men received extensive training in
maintenance and repair of aircraft and engines in an enlisted Field Artillery Air Mechanic
Course. Course graduates were capable of performing all first and second echelon maintenance.
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After World War 11, the Army fixed wing mechanic and the Army and Air Force rotary wing
mechanic programs were conducted at Sheppard Air Force Base, Texas. This training was
shifted to Gary Air Force Base when that installation was reactivated early in 1951.!!

Early in November 1949, the Department of the Army directed the Chief of Ordnance to hold
aconference to determine the adequacy of the Airplane and Engine Mechanic Course conducted
by the Air Force. When this course had been given at Fort Sill, it covered only the L-4 and L-5
aircraft. The length of the course was then 520 hours, conducted during thirteen weeks. After the
transfer of the training to the Air Force, 130 academic hours were eliminated due to the change
from a 40- to a 30-academic hour week, At the same time, L-17 instruction was added
to the course.

The conference reported that although the course was basically sound, insufficient time was
devoted to many subjects and the course was therefore inadequate for training either organiza-
tional or field maintenance mechanics. Accordingly, the course syllabus was reviewed and
changes were prepared at the conference. As a result of the conference, the Department of the
Army requested that the Air Force increase the academic week to thirty-five hours.'2

Early in 1950, the Department of the Army began to consider a proposal to discontinue
training of maintenance personnel by the Air Force and to train the men at Fort Sill. In response
to a request from Army Field Forces, the Artillery Center reported in June 1950 that additional
overhead would be required at the Artillery School in order to train Army aircraft maintenance
personnel. Along with costs for machinery, supplies, transportation, utilities, and miscellaneous
items, the cost per student would be $517.32. These overhead costs were based on an airplane
and engine mechanic class of sixteen beginning every month and a rotary wing mechanic class
of eight starting every two months. If classes were scheduled every two weeks for liaison aircraft
and engine mechanics and every four weeks for rotary wing mechanics, six additional sergeants
would be required in the personnel overhead and the cost would be increased approximately 13
percent. Classroom facilities were available at the Artillery School, but an estimated $20,000
would be required to cover rehabilitation, Training aids would be transferred from Sheppard Air
Force Base to Fort Sill by Army trailer. By moving to Fort Sill, mechanics would get better
integrated tactical training and would work on the type of aircraft which they would have 10
maintain in the field. Instruction could be given covering the day-to-day difficulties experienced
by the Artillery School in the maintenance of aircraft peculiar to the Army. No further action
was taken on this proposal as the Army raised the question of assurning all training of Army
aviation ptm'sonnel.13

Army Field Forces continued to urge that the Department of the Army take action to transfer
maintenance training. Late in 1950, the Chief of Ordnance recommended that he be authorized
to establish the necessary maintenance training program for aircraft and engine mechanics on a
contract basis at CAA licensed civilian aircraft maintenance schools. In January 1951, the
Department of the Army informed the Chief of Ordnance that the entire probiem of supply and
maintenance of liaison and helicopter aircraft was under study and no action would be taken on
the Ordnance recommendation.
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The Department of the Army established a course for training Army helicopter mechanics at
the Antillery School in January. The 19-week course, which began on 15 March, was designed
to assist the Chief of Transportation in meeting requirements for helicopter mechanics in
Transportation Corps units. The Chief of Ordnance protested to the Department of the Army that
this course had been established without coordination with his office, maintaining that he had
the responsibility for providing trained ordnance field maintenance personnel to support the
using units.!*

In February 1951, the Department of the Army informed the Air Force of the revised training
requirements for fiscal year 1951. While the requirement for fixed wing mechanics remained at
200, the requirement for helicopter mechanics was increased from 250 to 425. The Department
of the Army agreed to furnish nine additional helicopters to the Air Force to conduct
this training.ls

The expansion in the number of helicopter units during 1952 led to an expanded training
program for helicopter mechanics which took place at the same time that helicopter pilot training
was increased.

Development of Instrument Training

It was often necessary for Army pilots to fly in all types of weather in order to accomplish
their mission. Experience gained in World War II indicated that Army pilots had to fly under
adverse conditions in combat, and a number of pilots were killed because they lacked instrument
flight training. Early in fiscal year 1949, emphasis on arctic operations made it even more
essential that Army pilots be able to fly under instrument conditions.

Army Field Forces initiated an experimental instrument flight training course for selected
aviation officers in 1949, There were several types of combat flying situations in which instru-
ment training would be of decided value: marginal weather flying, night flying, arctic flying, and
extended overwater flying. OCAFF believed that instrument proficiency would add a consider-
able factor of safety and success to all these flying conditions. Marginal weather and night flying
were required in almost every combat oper:-nion.16

The Liaison Pilot Training Course conducted by the Air Force was designed to qualify Army
officers as liaison pilots proficient in flying under contact, marginal weather, and night flying
conditions. The course included fifteen hours of instrument flying instruction and ten hours of
instrument trainer instruction,

In late 1949, the Department of the Army suggested that Army Field Forces conduct another
test of instrument training. OCAFF replied that in its opinion the Air Force training was
inadequate to meet current requirements. It had discovered that only twelve and one-half actual
flying hours of instrument training were being received. OCAFF believed that the instrument
training course as originally agreed upon with the Air Force would be adequate for student Army
aviators if conducted for the full fifteen hours. There were approximately S00 Army aviators on
active duty who graduated from flight school prior to the inclusion of instrument training, only
four of whom were found to have current instrument ratings. It was therefore not feasible for the
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Army to undertake the instrument training proposed by the Department of the Army.
OCAFF suggested that the Air Force train sufficient Army instructors who could then
train Army personnel.l7 .

The Air Force made an effort to improve instrument training in the Liaison Pilot Training
Course, but no satisfactory solution was found for training aviators who had completed the
course. In early June 1951, OCAFF requested that the Department of the Army provide funds
for training aviators as instrument pilots in civilian schools. The Department of the Army
approved this request on 19 June, and directed OCAFF to submit recommendations for a
permanent program designed to meet requirements for instrument tmining.18

In July, OCAFF contacted both the Air Force and the Artillery School to determine their
ability to provide the required instrument training. The plan proposed by OCAFF provided not
only for instrument training of student officers enrolled in a regular course of flight training, but
also for those aviators who had already graduated and could not receive instrument training
under the recently initiated civilian program.

OCAFF envisioned the students in the Liaison Pilot Course at San Marcos Air Force Base
receiving the maximum amount of instruction in instrument flying and related academic subjects
which their level of flying experience would enable them to absorb. Then during the tactical
phase of training at Fort Sill, the students would receive the remainder of the instruction
necessary to qualify them as instrument pilots. Students entering the aviation courses at Fort Sill
without having attended the Liaison Pilot Course at San Marcos would receive at Fort Sill all
instruction necessary for qualification as instrument pilots. Army aviators who did not attend a
civilian instrument pilot training school under the interim program would attend an instrument
course at Fort Sill."

In July, the Joint Standardization Board approved an integrated program of instruction for the
Liaison Pilot Course and the Army Aviation Tactics Course which would graduate students from
Fort Sill with a Civil Aeronautics Administration instrument card. Two months later, the
Artillery School submitted to OCAFF the requirements for additional men and equipment
necessary to conduct this expanded training program. The instrument phase of the course was to
be four weeks in length, with twenty-five students reporting each week.

OCAFEF prepared an instrument training program based on recommendations of the Joint
Standardization Board and the Artillery School. In addition to these programs, OCAFF recom-
mended to the Department of the Army that Army instrument cenrtificates be established
incorporating the best features of the Air Force, Navy, and CAA instrument requirements. The
proposed plan was based on a two card system—Army instrument certificate (stancard) and
Army instrument certificate (special). The standard certificate incorporated the requirements
outlined in the training circular prepared by the Artillery School, while the special certificate
included the requirements for the standard cenificate in addition to experience requirements.

The inclusion of instrument training in the military aviation courses would take place at such
time as the necessary equipment became available. OCAFF had initiated procurement requests
for LC-126 aircraf* for use by the Artillery School as an instrument trainer and C-8 synthetic
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instrument trainers. It expected the instrument phase of the flight courses to be‘implememed
some time after 1 July 1952. Civilian contract schools would continue to operate until that time.
The Air Training Department at Fort Sill took the necessary action to qualify instrument
instructors to implement the program when equipment became available. The source of students
for instructor training was from within the Air Training Department, but this would not provide
enough instructors to meet the requiremcnt.20

Continued shortages of equipment and a shortage of instructor personnel delayed the im-
plementation of the f* | instrument training program. In April 1952, the Artillery School
submitted a proposed program of instruction for an Army Aviation Instrument Course. OCAFF
directed in November that the Army Aviation Instrument Course be fully implemented by 1 July
1953. Italso directed that a program of instruction be prepared for an instrument flight examiner
course which was not to exceed four weeks.

Army Field Forces informed the Artillery School that it was essential that instrument flight
training be phased into the fixed wing pilot course as soon as practicable. Delivery of L-19 basic
instrument trainers to San Marcos Air Force Base would begin in January 1953. The San Marcos
phase of the course would be integrated as soon as sufficient L-19 instrument trainers became
available to augment the L-5 trainers on hand. The Artillery School would integrate its portion
of instrument training into the Army Aviation Tactics Course, phasing it with the imple-
mentation of the San Marcos course. Integration of this training was coordinated with San
Marcos Air Force Base through the Joint Standardization Board.

The shortage of personnel continued to delay full implementation of the courses. In January
1953, the instrument course was organized and placed under the supervision of the Department
of Flight of the Army Aviation School at Fort Sill. Army Field Forces informed Fourth Army
that full implementation of the courses would not be scheduled until fiscal year 1954. In August
1953, the Instrument Flight Examiner’s Course finally was initiated to teach pilots to conduct
and grade the Army’s annual instrument flight examinations. The students received about forty
hours of instrument time during the 4-week course.?!
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Chapter VII

THE FOUNDATION OF THE ARMY AVIATION SCHOOL

Army Field Forces had proposed even before the outbreak of the Korean conflict that the
Army assume the complete training of Army aviators. In late July 1950, OCAFF broadened its
proposal to include the training of aviators, helicopter pilots, airplane and engine mechanics, and
rotary wing mechanics at the Artillery School.

In August, General Clark wrote to the Chief of Staff of the Army regarding the necessity for
immediate expansion of training facilities for Army aviation personnel. He pointed out that the
Department of the Army was responsible for training which was peculiar to the Army, but did
not have direct control over the primary flight training and mechanic training then being
conducted for it by the Air Force. The training of Army personnel was of primary importance to
the Army, but was only of tertiary importance to the Air Force. The best training equipment and
facilities and the best instructors were utilized within the Air Force for other purposes. General
Clark pointed out the savings which would result from the consolidation of all training under
Army jurisdiction and requested that the phasing out of Air Force training be studied. The
opposition of the Air Force to any plan to expand Army aviation prevented action from being
taken on this this proposal at the time.!

Planning for Expansion

Despite the Air Force opposition, the Army continued to consider the question of consolidat-
ing all aviation training. In the following months, the rapid expansion of Army aviation in
response to the requirements of the war emphasized the need for such a consolidation. In October
1951, the Army Field Forces prepared a study to determine the best method to expand existing
facilities for the training of aviation personnel to meet current and anticipated requirements. It
pointed out that in the past few months the student load in aviation courses at the Artillery School
had increased from a peak of 45 in residence to 378—a jump of 800 percent. This load was
designed to provide an output of approximately 1,200 per year. If fiscal year 1952 requirements
proposed by the Department of the Army were to be met, the output would be doubled, and the
student load would increase accordingly. Transfer of training responsibilities from the Air
Force, as had been proposed in August 1950, would more than triple the training load for fiscal
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year 1952, With the formation of helicopter medical evacuation units the training load would
soar still higher. Assuming an attrition rate as low as 10 percent, the requirements for the Active
Army, plus Reserve Components, should not fall below 1,000 per year.

Maximum conservation of facilities, OCAFF believed, would be realized only if all courses
in aviation were closely related to one another. Fixed wing and rotary wing mechanic training
should be conducted where pilot training was conducted which would allow the same aircraft to
be used in both programs. Classes could be integrated in common subjects and overhead
requirements for maintenance reduced. OCAFF stated that the facilities at Fort Sill already were
overtaxed and proposed the transfer of a portion of the aviation courses to Fort Riley. It therefore
recommended that an Army Aviation School be established at Fort Sill with a helicopter branch
at Fort Riley. On 14 December 1951, OCAFF submitted this proposal to the Assistant Chief of
Staff, G-3, Department of the Army, and recommended the steps necessary to implement the
establishment of the Army Aviation School.?

On 23 January 1952, the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Administration, Depart-
ment of the Army, approved for planning purposes the establishment of an Army Aviation
School. During the period, 18-20 March, the Department of the Army held a conference, which
included representatives of all interested Army agencies, on the training of aviation personnel.

The objectives of the Army aviation program, as presented by the Depariment of the Army
G-3 to the conference, were 3,000 fixed wing pilots, 1,053 helicopter pilots, and 340 Transpor-
tation Corps helicopter pilots for the ten transportation helicopter companies. There also was a
requirement for 2,400 fixed wing mechanics, 912 rotary wing mechanics, and 490 Transporta-
tion Corps mechanics for the helicopter companies. Fort Sill at that time was producing 66 fixed
wing pilots per month, 20 helicopter pilots per month, 40 Transportation Corps pilots every five
months, and 50 Transportation Corps mechanics every four months. The Air Force primary
flight training was producing 75 fixed wing and 22 rotary wing pilots per month and 36 fixed
wing and 8 helicopter mechanics per week. The Department of the Army placed the numbers of
aviation personnel required to be trained above those estimated to be on hand or 1 July 1952 as
1,764 fixed wing and helicopter pilots, 104 cargo helicopter pilots, 2,076 fixed wing mechanics,
384 utility helicopter mechanics, and 75 cargo helicopter mechanics.

Having defined the problem, the Department of the Army G-3 then discussed the organization
of an Army Aviation School which would train the pilots and mechanics for all of the branches
authorized aviation, with all branches represented on the staff, faculty, and academic board. The
representatives from Fort Sill and Fort Riley were requested to comment on the command
relationships and administrative channels of an Army Aviation School as proposed by Army
Field Forces. It quickly became apparent that everyone agreed that the Army should assume all
aviation training and that the establishment of a school was desirable, but there was considerable
divergence of opinion as to the location and command relations of the school.

The representatives of the Commanding General of the Artillery Center stated that the
location of the school was incidental, but the artillery as a primary user should retain a strong
influence over the programs. There was no objection to moving helicopter training to Fort Riley
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provided some helicopters remained at Fort Sill for tactical use, training, and development of
doctrine. The representatives from Fort Riley and Fifth Army believed that Fort Riley was
suitable for helicopter training, but did not believe that it should be a branch of a school as Fort
Sill. They proposed that a helicopter school be established at Fort Riley under the commandant
of the Army General School, also located at that post. The administrative problems resulting
from the split in the school between Fourth and Fifth Armies also were indicated.

The representatives of the Chief of Ordnance stated that the Ordnance Corps desired to
maintain operational control of Ordnance aircraft maintenance training whether it was estab-
lished as a branch of the Army Aviation School or not. The Department of the Army G-1
representative stated that additional officer and civilian space authorizations were not available,
and if training rates were increased adjustments within Fourth Army authorizations would
be required.

A proposed plan for the wansfer of training from the Air Force to the Army was
presented. There were no objections to this plan provided personnel, facilities, and funds
were made available. The representatives were requested to present requirements under six
alternative plans.3

The Artillery School submitted its recommendations for personnel, materiel, facilities, and
funds to OCAFF on 17 June. It recommended that the Army Aviation School be established at
Fort Sill, or at some other single appropriate post, and that no further consideration be given to
the establishment of a separate helicopter branch. On 9 July, OCAFF forwarded to the Depart-
ment of the Army detailed data showing requirements for personnel, materiel, facilities, and
funds for an Army Aviation School to handle the combined Army and Air Force training load.

The information supplied by OCAFF applied to three alternatives: a school located partly at
Fort Sill and partly at Fort Riley; a single school located at Fort Sill; and a single school at a
location other than Fort Sill. A single school located at Fort Sill would require some 200 fewer
people than a school at two locations, and from 200 to 1,100 fewer personnel than a combined
school at a location other than Fort Sill. A single school at Fort Sill would require $879,600 for
construction; a single school at another location would require in excess of $2,500,000; and a
school split between Forts Sill and Riley would require $1,033,500. Other costs—conversion of
buildings, training aids, annual operating costs, and civilian personnel—would be about the
same for each plan.“

The planning conducted during the early part of 1952 gave principal emphasis to plans based
on the existing division of responsibility for Army aviation training. During the summer of 1952,
however, it was realized that budgetary requests for construction or conversion of facilities, or
the activation of installations, were difficult to justify if the long range training loads
were not known.

The Department of the Army generally recognized that considerable overlapping and un-
necessary expense was involved in conducting preliminary training of Army pilots and
mechanics by the Air Force at San Marcos, followed by additional training by the Army at Fort
Sill. The Army was still desirous of having all Army aviation training conducted by the Army.
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By August 1952, designatioh of Fort Riley as a location for part of the activities of an Army
Aviation School based on Fort Sill was no longer seriously considered. It was realized that a split
school with elements in two different army areas would result in command and administrative
difficulties. The principal merit in consideration of Fort Riley was that it met the requirement
that an Army installation already in being must be named for budgetary planning purposes. For
tentative budgetary planning, it was necessary to identify construction or building conversion
items that would be needed for an Army Aviation School with an existing Army installation.

At this time, OCAFF was giving serious consideration to a plan under which Frederick
Airfield, at Frederick, Oklahoma, located some forty miles from Fort Sill, would be acquired
from the Air Force and operated as a subpost of Fort Sill to accommodate part of the activities
of the Army Aviation School under Department of the Army policy, a request for activation of
Frederick Airfield would have to be presented before funds for its rehabilitation and for
necessary construction could be requested of Congress.

On 19 June, the Chief of Staff of the Army recommended to the Secretary of the Army that
all training of Army aviation personnel be transferred to the Army. The Materiel Requirements
Review Panel, which included among its deliberations the equipment requirements for Army
aviation training, also recommended the training of all Army aviation personnel by the Army.
The recommendations of the Materiel Requirements Review Panel were approved by Secretary
of the Army on 26 October 1952

On 26 September, as a fresh approach to the problem of the most suitable location for the
proposed school, a Site Commitiee for the Army Aviation School was appointed by the Chief of
Ammy Field Forces.® The mission of this committee was to develop a plan, and one or more
alternate plans, for the location of the Army Aviation School. The committee also was directed
to study training requirements of the school and make a ground survey of potential sites.

After conducting an on-site survey of seventeen installations ranging across the southern part
of the United States, the committee prepared three plans for establishment of the school. Plan 1
called for the location of the main part of the school at Fort Sill and a part at Frederick. This plan
proposed the acquisition by the Army of Frederick Airfield, a former World War II installation
of the Army Air Forces but currently under municipal operation, and the conduct of rotary wing
training at that location. Plan II called for the acquisition of San Marcos Air Force Base and its
auxiliary fields for Army use, with all pilot and mechanic training to be conducted there. Plan
I1I called for location of the school in its entirety at Fort Sill which would be the site of all Army
aviation training. The committee recommended approval of Plan 1.

The Army Field Forces forwarded the report of the Site Committee to the Department of the
Army on 6 October with a recommendation to adopt Plan I. Acquisition of Frederick was at this
time felt to be mandatory for the handling of the expected fiscal year 1954 training load, whether
or not the Army took over that part of the training conducted by the Air Force.’

Liutle of further significance with reference to establishment of the school developed at the
OCAFGF level during the remaining weeks of 1952, During the latter part of December, in
response to a request from the Organization and Training Division, G-3, Department of the
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Army, OCAFF developed a phased plan for implementing the assumption by the Army of
responsibility for the training of all Army aviation personnel. OCAFF’s plan consisted principal-
ly of a timetable for the transfer of Army aviation courses conducted by the Air Force 10 the
proposed Army Aviation School. OCAFF estimated that the integration of this training into the
Army Aviation School programs could begin four months after the school received the required
spaces and personnel and could be completed within twelve months

Establishment of the Army Aviation School

The Army Aviation School was established on 16 January 1953 at Fort Sill by Department of
the Army General Order Number 9. The mission of the school was to instruct and train officers,
warrant officers, and enlisted men of all components of the Army in the duties of Army aviation
personnel and in the employment of Army aviation by the various branches in which it was
authorized. The school was to develop and standardize the instruction and training of officers,
warrant officers, and enlisted men in techniques and tactics relating to Army aviation. It also was
to develop and prepare Army aviation doctrine, techniques, and tactics for dissemination to the
Armed Forces. The school would assist in the development of Army aviation extension literature
and other special training publications. In addition, the school would maintain liaison with other
military schools and agencies and disseminate information pertaining to instruction and training
methods and materials developed at the Army Aviation School to the Armed Forces.

In order that the school would have the appropriate proportions of representatives of all
branches authorized Army aircraft, Army Field Forces had recommended in July 1952 that the
branch representation on the staff and faculty be 33 percent for artillery, 25 percent for infantry,
12 percent for armor, 9 percent for transportation, 8 percent for ordnance, 6 percent for engineers
and signal, and 1 percent for medical.

The proposed table of distribution (TD) for the Army Aviation School submitted in March
1953 amounted to 294 officers, 5 warrant officers, 535 enlisted men, and 150 civilians. In
approving the proposed TD and authorization for additional spaces, Army Field Forces recom-
mended that, in view of the relatively short time remaining before the beginning of fiscal year
1954 and because many of the classes would begin on or about 1 July, authority be granted to
Fourth Army to begin requisitioning personnel against the proposed document up to 75 percent
of the recommended strength prior to review and approval of the TD.

The Department of the Army on 19 June advised OCAFF that the requested increase in Fourth
Army’s space authorization to fill the Army Aviation School TD had been approved, except for
the space for an aide to the school commandant. And under the existing strict limitations on the
number of authorized general officers, the grade of brigadier general for the commandant could
not be supported, and the position had been downgraded to colonel.

The Army Aviation School during the initial months of its operation was, for all practical
purposes, a separate school in name only. Courses already in progress or scheduled for
presentation in the early months of 1953 by the Air Training Department of the Artillery School
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were continued as scheduled. The school began operation with the 69 officers, 128 enlisted men,
and 1 civilian allotted to the Air Training Department of the Artillery School.

Authority for complete separation of the Army Aviation School from the Artillery School was
granted by the Department of the Army on 1 June 1953, to become effective on 1 July.
Separation was accomplished in accordance with a detailed plan submitted to Fourth Army by
the Artillery Center on 27 March. This plan included provision for transfer of all responsibilities
for the training of Army aviation personnel for the Artillery School to the Army Aviation School,
discontinuance of the Artillery School’s Department of Air Training, submission of academic
reports on Army aviation students by the Army Aviation School, separation of fiscal matters as
of the beginning of fiscal year 1954, and operation of the Army Aviation School under its own
table of distribution and table of allowances. Budget estimates pending before Congress at the
end of fiscal year 1953 provided for funds in the amount of $699,000 for operation of the school
during the coming fiscal year.9

Organization of the School

The organization of the Army Aviation School was to be prescribed by the Commandant
pursuant to policies established by the Department of the Army, Army Field Forces, and Fourth
Army. The Assistant Commandant was in charge of the administration of instruction of the
school and had general charge of the preparation and publication of text and reference books.
The Secretary supervised correspondence and other administrative matters pertaining to the
school, was custodian of the school records, acted as agent officer for disbursement of school
funds, and served as executive officer for the Commandant and Assistant Commandant.

Responsibilities of the Materiel and Services Staff Section included the operation of the
school supply, supervision of aircraft maintenance performed by civilian contract personnel,
supervision of operation and maintenance of motor vehicular transportation and parachute
maintenance coordination, assistance to the post engineer in maintenance of airficlds and landing
strips, and coordination with the post engineer in maintenance of buildings and utilities
of the school.

The Operations Staff Section operated Post Field and supervised the operation of stage fields,
as well as preparing, planning, and scheduling all programs of instruction. It also coordinated
courses of instruction with school facilities and transportation, revised aviation procedures and
courses of instruction, and coordinated and evaluated the grading plan and academic evaluation
programs. The Flight Surgeon of the Army Aviation School was directly responsible to the
Commandant for enforcement of all flight regulations and prepared literature on flying safety,
conducted accident reports, and reviewed all reports of accident boards.

All flight training was to be conducted by the Department of Flight which also conducted a
flight course for instructors to standardize methods and instruction. The instruction pertaining to
the maintenance of all types of aircraft was conducted by the Department of Aviation Main-
tenance, while the Department of Tactics and General Subjects conducted instruction in the
tactics and employment of all types of Army aircraft and also conducted administrative

94




THE FOUNDATION OF THE ARMY AVIATION SCHOOL

instruction pertaining to employment of Army aviation. It was responsible for the coordination
of the study of doctrine and procedures as they affected tactics, techniques, organization,
logistics, and equipment in Army aviation and the maintenance of liaison between the school
and other agencies. The Department of Tactics and General Subjects also edited material
prepared for publication by various departments and staff sections of the school.

The First Year of Operation

Class Schedules
During its first six months of operation, the Army Aviation School graduated 478 officers and
warrant officers and 259 enlisted men. Courses and their length and output were as follows:

Officer and WO Courses Length Graduates
Army Aviation Tactics 12 wks 285
Army Helicopter Aviation Tactics 5 wks 136
Twin Engine Transition Flight Training 2 wks 49
Helicopter Transport Pilot Training 19 wks 8
Enlisted Courses

Army Helicopter Transport Maintenance 16 wks 128
Helicopter Mechanic, Transition 1 wk 30
Twin Engine Transition Maintenance 2 wks 76
Helicopter Transport Pilot Training 19 wks 25

In addition to the personnel completing various types of training at the Army Aviation School,
several hundred individuals received training in courses conducted by the Air Force at San
Marcos. These courses, which were prerequisites for training of similar types at Fort Sill,
were: Army Field Forces Helicopter Pilot Training, Officer—5 weeks; Liaison Pilot
Training—18 weeks; Liaison Airplane and Engine Maintenance—15 weeks; and Rotary
Wing Mechanic, H-13—6 weeks. Additional Army aviation personnel received training in
officer aircraft maintenance and airframe mechanics conducted under contract by the
Spartan School of Aeronautics.'?

In addition to the previously mentioned courses, certain short-term special purpose courses
were given during fiscal year 1953 which included a Twin Engine Transition Flight Training—a
2-week course with 114 enrolled; Twin Engine Transition Maintenance Training—a 2-week
course with 117 enrolled; Army Helicopter Mechanic Transition Maintenance Training, H-23—
1-week in duration with 130 enrolled; and Army Helicopter Mechanic Transition Maintenance
Training—?2 weeks in length with 130 in attendance.

As aresult of an Army decision to qualify its pilots for instrument flying by a military course
instead of through instruction provided under contract by civilian agencies, an Army Aviation
Instrument Training Course of eight weeks with an input of 140 students was scheduled for
presentation during fiscal year 1954. Also scheduled was a 4-week Army Instrument Examiner
Course which had a student input of sixty-five.
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During FY 1954, the Air Force would conduct the 17-week Army Primary Flight Training
Course for 1,300 men, the 5-week Army Field Forces Helicopter Pilot Training Course for 460
men, the 12-week Army Helicopter Mechanic Course for 1,440 men, and the 11-weck Army
Airplane Mechanic Course for 2,160 men—all at Gary Air Force Base. The input of 1,300
students to the Army Primary Flight Training Course was based on the requirement of the Army
10 train 975 Army aviators with an allowance for a 25 percent attrition during the training period.
The Army Field Forces had expanded the Army Helicopter Mechanic Course for FY 1954 from
seven to twelve weeks. Originally, it had been intended to qualify airplane mechanics as
helicopter mechanics; the revised course was to be a complete maintenance course not requiring
prior training as an airplane or engine mechanic.!!

Estimated Training Requirements

In late October 1952, the Army Field Forces submitted estimated training requirements for
Army aviation personnel at San Marcos and the Artillery School! for fiscal years 1953 through
1957. Computation of the fiscal year 1954 Instrument Flight Course requirements was based on
the 657 trained under civilian contract during fiscal year 1952 and 1,000 programed to be trained
for fiscal year 1953-—a total of 1,657. The estimated requirement for the Instrument Flight
Examiner Course was ninety-six. The requirement for the Cargo Helicopter Pilot Course, which
would provide pilots for the transportation helicopter companies and the medical service
helicopter evacuation detachments, was fixed at 384. The requirement for the Utility Helicopter
Pilot Course was set at thirty-two, while the requirement for the Airframe Mechanic Course was
seventy. For the Cargo Helicopter Mechanic Course, which provided helicopter mechanics for
transportation helicopter companies, medical service evacuation detachments, and helicopter
repair detachments, the requirement was set at 501.

The Department of the Army on 19 January 1953 approved these requirements with certain
exceptions. It insisted that the input of fixed wing pilots remain at 100 per month through fiscal
year 1955, but could be reduced to the figures indicated for fiscal years 1956 and 1957. Because
of the critical shortage the training of airplane and engine mechanics should remain at 144 per
month through fiscal year 1955.

The Department of the Army announced that procurement plans for cargo helicopters were
then being formulated for submission to the Chief of Staff of the Army. The training rates for
cargo helicopter pilots and mechanics would have to be based on the delivery dates for cargo
helicopters. When firm procurement plans were approved, the forecast production schedule for
cargo helicopters would be forwarded to Army Field Forces to permit the computation of more
accurate training requirements. According to the Department of the Army, a review of procure-
ment plans and production schedules indicated that the proposed training rates would be more
than adequate to fill requirements. ;

The Department of the Army also was considering a request for additional MOSs for aviation
maintenance personnel, No funds were included in the fiscal year 1954 budget for a continuation
of the training of aircraft maintenance officers and airframe mechanics in civilian schools. Upon
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receipt of decisions on MOSs and transfer of training from the Air Force, maintenance courses
would have to be reviewed to determine the number and type of course to be conducted by the
Army Aviation School. In order that the required revision of courses and adjustments in training
rates could be accomplished, the Army Field Forces was to be advised when decisions would be
made on MOSs and transfer of training from the Air Force to the Army.12

The Department of the Army called a conference on 29 December 1952 to discuss the effect
of the mechanic shortage on the training program for Army aviation and the integration of Air
Force training of Armmy personnel into an Army Aviation School program. A shortage of
helicopter mechanics caused the postponement of a transportation helicopter pilot class from 5
December 1952 to 5 January 1953, which disrupted the sequence of classes for the remainder of
the fiscal year. In order to meet the scheduled training requirements, 120 helicopter mechanics
would be required for January, 220 in February, and 325 in March. Fourth Army advised the
Department of Air Training that ten additional mechanics would be assigned in January and
thirty in February. The Assistant Chief of Staff, G-1, Department of the Army, indicated that no
action would be taken to freeze personnel then assigned to the Army Aviation School. Forecast
losses would equal the additional mechanics promised, and there was no source which could
furnish military helicopter mechanics in the number needed. The Assistant Chief of Staff, G-4,
Department of the Army, sent representatives to Fort Sill in early January 1953 to confer with
the school and Fourth Army representatives and determine a solution to the maintenance
problem. Utilization of civilian mechanics or a contract with a civilian firm for maintenance of
the helicopters was thought to be the best solution, and the G-4 estimated that civilian main-
tenance assistance could be made available in February. The G-3 informally accepted the
concept that some reduction in training during calendar year 1954 should be made to ease the
problems of Army assumption of present Air Force u'aining.13

Suspension of Transfer of Air Force Training

Student load forecasts for fiscal year 1954 at both the Army Aviation School and San Marcos
indicated substantial increases in the training requirements for Army aviation personnel over the
previous year. Army Field Forces planning to meet these needs was hampered by the unwar-
ranted assumptions that the Army would assume responsibility for all training of Army aviation
personnel by January 1954, that Frederick Airfield would be released to the Army by the Air
Force by 15 March 1953, and that the Army Aviation School at Fort Sill would utilize Frederick,
with its satellite fields, as a sub-post.

The Army Field Forces on 12 March emphasized the need for acquisition of Frederick
Airfield, but received word from the Department of the Army a few days later that Frederick
would not be available for Army use in the immediate future. Then on 19 May, the Department
advised OCAFF that, because of budget limitations, plans to reactivate Frederick Airfield as an
Air Force base had been suspended. This decision necessitated the suspension of any immediate
plans for the Army to assume responsibility for the training of Army aviation personnel then
being conducted by the Air Force. In addition to the financial problems, the Air Force in
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February had reversed its position regarding the transfer of training, and the entire
problem was unsettled.’

Duplication of Training Activities

Maj. Gen. Charles E. Hart, commanding general of the Artillery Center, reported to Army
Field Forces in February 1954 that there was a duplication of training activities between the
Helicopter Mechanic Course being conducted by the Army Aviation School and a similar course
being conducted exclusively for Army personnel by the Air Force at Gary Air Force Base.
Attempts to resolve the duplication had been made at all levels to no avail. General Hart also
complained that the fixed wing aircraft mechanics were being trained at Gary Air Force Base
instead of Fort Sill. Division of responsibility, according to General Hart, produced difficulty in
coordination, control, and direction of effort. The introduction of any changes in the curriculum
or equipment in the basic training portion required approval at several levels within each service
up to and including departmental headquarters. The compartmentalized nature of the two phases
of the training program precluded concurrent and integrated training in both the technical and
tactical aspects. If the two phases were merged, an actual saving of training time could be
realized. General Hart recommended that the full responsibility for the training of all Army
aviation personnel be assigned to the Department of the Army, a move which would result in a
more effective, more efficient, and better coordinated training program; improve the quality of
instruction and its direct application to Army needs; eliminate unnecessary duplication in
facilities and service support; and assure a more effective and broader mobilization base for
Army aviator tmining.15

Lt. Gen. John E. Dahlquist, the Chief of Army Field Forces, concurred that the Army should
control this training and had made his feelings known to the Department of the Army in August
and December 1953. The G-3, Department of the Army, had recommended to the Secretary of
the Army that this training be transferred starting in fiscal year 1956, but by the end of 1954 the
problem was still unresolved.'®

Shortage of Fixed Wing Pilots

In May 1954, the Department of the Army completed a study on the status of Army aviators
which showed that there were 2,282 aviators on active duty, 867 of whom were on assignments
not involving the piloting of aircraft as a primary duty. This meant that there were 1,415 pilots
to fly 2,300 aircraft issued against TOE and TA authorizations. The critical shortage of Army
aviators had to be alleviated at the earliest practicable date. A study by the Office of the
Comptroller of the Army had indicated that the gain in pilot strength during the period of June
1953 through February 1954 was less than 100. The actual pilot strength did not follow the
anticipated pilot strength because the elimination rate during primary training was nearer 40
percent than the projected 25 percent. Moreover, classes did not begin training at full strength
and more pilots were released from active duty than anticipated. The input for fixed wing pilot
training had to be increased to 200 per month if Army requirements for pilots were to be met by
fiscal year 1958.
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To alleviate this problem, the Department of the Army requested that OCAFF submit
recommendations on the means of doubling the current output of the Army Aviation Tactics
Course at Fort Sill. It also queried the Air Force concerning its capability to increase the capacity
of the Army Primary Flight Course. In view of the critical shortage of aviation training personnel
and facilities, consideration was to be given to the utilization of L-19 aircraft in primary flight
training and to reducing by half the length of the Army Aviation Tactics Course.

On 19 July, Army Field Forces reported to the Department of the Army that the shortage of
Army aviators could be eliminated in three years by an increase of 1,230 for the first year, which
would be Iess than double the present yearly output of the Army Aviation Tactics Course. This
could be accomplished by utilizing the L-19 in primary flight training, reducing the Army
Aviation Tactics Course by two weeks, and reducing the Army Cargo Helicopter Pilot Course
by one week.!”

Training of Mechanics

At a conference on facilities for Army aviation held on 14 May 1954, the G-3, Department of
the Army, announced that he was recommending that all Army aviation maintenance instruction
be conducted at the Transportation School at Fort Eustis. At this time, OCAFF informed the
Department of the Army that it believed organizational aircraft maintenance instruction should
be conducted by the Army Aviation School and that field and depot aircraft maintenance
instruction should be conducted by the Transportation School. In the following months, the exact
position of the Department of the Army regarding the location of the training of aircraft
maintenance personnel became unclear. Late in July, the commandant of the Aviation School
strongly recommended that organizational aircraft maintenance training continue to be con-
ducted by his school. OCAFF requested a clarification of Department of the Army policy and
was informed that the entire Army aviation program was under examination. Until the comple-
tion of this examin:tior late in the year, there would be no changes made in planning for the
conduct of organizativonal aircraft maintenance instruction at the Army Aviation School and field
maintenance instruction at the Transportation School.!8

The Transportation Corps obtained an increase in the number of MOSs for Army aircraft
maintenance ard developed a program for the specialist training at the Transportation School.
Under this program, one officer and six enlisted courses were set up, five of which were in
specialties new to Army maintenance. Provision was made for specialist training in the repair
of major components or systems of aircraft such as rotors and propellors, engines and power
trains, airframes, and instruments and electrical systems. Instruction at the Transportation
School began in June 1954, and previous arrangements for maintenance training at a civilian
institution were discontinued. It was planned to train approximately 1,300 field maintenance
personnel in fiscal year 1955.1°

Movement of the Army Aviation School

The rapid growth of the Army Aviation School placed a severe strain on the facilities available
at Fort Sill. By August 1954, the staff and faculty of the school had grown to almost 300
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members. There were also at Fort Sill approximately 800 students and about 500 aircraft. Such
rapid growth resulted in numerous problems and crowded conditions which began to hamper the
school’s ability to perform its mission. Inadequate hangar space, dispersal of activities, and
submarginal facilities resulted in excessive costs and inefficient operations. Insufficient parking
hardstands meant that about 80 percent of the aircraft had to be parked on the sod and
continuously operated under extremely poor conditions. The sod became a sea of mud when it
rained and was dusty when it was dry. Dust circulating through the engines resulted in excessive
deterioration and frequent engine replacements. In addition, a lack of hangar space made the
aircraft extremely vulnerable to the frequent and severe storms. Over an 11-year period, ending
in 1953, storm damage amounted to $2,161,730 and 39,505 training hours lost. The location of
the heliport also posed a problem, due to its encroachment on other training activities at the
Artillery School and its proximity to fixed wing traffic at Post Field.

A number of possibilities were considered to relieve the Army Aviation School’s problem.
The possibility of expanding activities at Fort Sill and utilizing Frederick Airfield as a subpost
was explored. Other facilities considered were at Shawnee and El Reno, Oklahoma; Gary Air
Force Base; DeRidder Army Field Forces Base, Camp Polk, Louisiana; Stewart Field at
Savannah, Georgia; Camp Mackall, North Carolina; Fort Riley, Kansas; Camp Rucker,
Alabama; and an abandoned Air Force installation at Childress, Texas. Camp Rucker was
chosen primarily because Ozark Army Air Field had three 5,000-foot 1 + - ays. Buildings had
just been renovated at a cost of $8,000,000. Huge truck stands on the reservation would serve as
good heliports, and the large buildings used for truck repair would serve as good rotary wing
maintenance hangars.

On 20 July 1954, the Chief of Staff of the Army approved transfer of the Army Aviation
School from Fort Sill to Camp Rucker. Three days later, the commandant of the school was
directed to work with the commanding generals of Third and Fourth Armies to prepare
movement plans by 1 September.

An advance party of fifty men departed for Camp Rucker in late August. Brig. Gen. Carl I.
Hutton, who had been commandant of the Army Aviation School since July, departed Fort Sill
on 1 September and assumed command of Camp Rucker. The assistant commandant of the
school remained at Fort Sill until early in November when he, too, left for Camp Rucker. The
move took place with a minimum cancellation of classes, although some smaller courses, which
were scheduled consecutively (twin-engine, instrument, and some mechanic classes) were
cancelled. The school also was forced to cancel some helicopter courses after problems
developed during the move. The first course to get under way at Camp Rucker was a combined
Army Aviation Tactics Course. This combined class began training on 18 October and graduated
120 officers on 29 January 195520

The Army Aviation School was organized in five departments—Fixed Wing Training, Rotary
Wing Training, Aviation Maintenance, Tactics and General Subjects, and Publications and
Non-Resident Instruction. Also included were the Army Aviation School Regiment, Combat
Development Office, Office of the School Secretary, and Office of the Director of Instruction.
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During the first few months of operations at Camp Rucker, flight training began to fall behind
schedule. With only Ozark Army Air Field located on post, training was moved to municipal
airports near the neighboring towns. Many valuable hours were lost traveling to and from
training sites—one was located almost 100 miles away. Soon tactical landing sites were selected
on post and flying began from unimproved strips. Within a few wecks the dust created by the
prop wash had forced training back to the improved airfields.

On 1 October 1954, 16 of the 250 helicopters used for rotary wing training arrived at Camp
Rucker from Fort Sill. The trip took three days with twelve fuel stops along the 855-mile course.
It was late October when the first mass movement of helicopters came over the same route.
Accompanying each flight was one L-20 airplane and one H-19 or H-25 helicopter which acted
as control aircraft and carried extra fuel and maintenance personnel. By mid-October, the newly
formed Department of Rotary Wing Training became operational at Camp Rucker.

The Department of Aviation Maintenance began the move on 20 November, and six days later
the first maintenance instruction at Camp Rucker began. At this time, the department conducted
two courses—the Army Helicopter Maintenance Course and the Twin-Engine Maintenance
Course. The move was conducted in phases and couapleted on 17 December. During the move,
one class from each course was cancelled and the first Helicopter Maintenance Course class was
scheduled for graduation on 8 January 1955. Due to the enthusiasm of the instructors and
students the class was accelerated and graduated before Christmas. Like all segments of the
Army Aviation School, the depantment suffered with inadequate facilities. An old vehicle shop
building was used as a classroom, furniture was scarce, heating systems consisted of pot belly
stoves, and the department’s physical location in relation to classrcoms presented
transportation problems.

The Department of Tactics and General Subjects began moving from Fort Sill on 9 October.
As classes graduated at Fort Sill, the remaining instructors moved to Camp Rucker. Three former
classroom buildings provided instructional space. Even though these facilities were inadequate
by normal standards, they were the finest the school could offer. The first few months at Camp
Rucker were spent selecting training areas for field problems and modifying facilities to meet
existing needs.?!
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Chapter VIII

PLANS AND PROGRAMS

The development of Army aviation between 1955 and 1962 must be viewed against the
general background of national defense policy during that period. The late 1950s were in many
ways a time of uncertainty and difficulty for the Army. Following the end of the Korean conflict
came a series of strategic decisions known collectively as the New Look. The basic premise of
this new strategic policy was defined by Secretary of State John Foster Dulles in his massive
retaliation speech in January 1954,

The keystone of this doctrine was the threat of the use of nuclear force and the selected use
of weapons tailored to United States strategy rather than to moves or presumed intent of the
enemy. This strategy was based on the belief that the threat of the use of nuclear weapons against
an enemy’s homeland or his armed forces could substitute for military manpower. Working
from this hypothesis, the United States placed greater reliance on strategic nuclear air power and
de-emphasized land, naval, and tactical air forces. For the Army, this policy meant that both
men and money would be hard to come by for the development of any new missions
or tactical concepts.

General Matthew B. Ridgway, the Chief of Staff of the Army, strongly opposed the New
Look. He believed that whether nuclear weapons were used or not, it was the ground soldier
who must finally achieve victory. General Ridgway realized, however, that the Army which had
fought in World War II and Korea could not meet the challenge of the prospective nuclear
battlefield. One solution for the Army to the problem created by the atomic age appeared to be
a greater use of air power.

General Ridgway believed that if the Army was to become a streamlined, hard-hitting force,
as many elements as possible must be transportable by air, both between continents and on the
battlefield. Fixed land lines of communication and huge supply dumps would probably no
longer be possible. More than ever before, aircraft would have to provide the means of troop
transport, resupply, evacuation, and communications.

Of great concern to General Ridgway was the failure of the United States Air Force to make
adequate provision for the future requirements of the Army. With the New Look, the Air Force
devoted most of its attention to the formation of a strategic bomber force supported by high
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performance jet interceptors. Little interest was shown in the development of close air support
or in “low and slow” type aircraft needed by the Army. The Army required what amounted to
aerial trucks and jeeps and combat aircraft which could serve as flying gun platforms. The Air
Force made no effort to develop such aircraft. General Ridgway maintained that if the Air Force
would not undertake such projects, the Army would have to in order to survive on the battlefield.
He therefore determined that Army aviation would have to undergo an extensive reorganization
to prepare it for the future. In order to provide adequate guidance for future <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>